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INTRODUCTION 


One of the dominant notes of the whale theological syste of 
St. Thomas Aquinas is God's universal causality, In the maiter 
of efficacious grace it is God whose influence remains pritnary 
frum the omnipotent hand down io the sacred peeetuets of the 
human will, [In divine providence, Gest not unly preserves every- 
thing in existence, but dueks in a very personal way after even 


the least functions of our son! and body. Tn daet. as part of this 


providence, Gut deigued to make tse of us, and of al) creatures, 
as helpers in realizing His designs. According to St Lhomas, 
the divine arder, by which the infiuntuby wise God directs all 
things to His own honer and giary, must be preserved at all 
costs. The great chain oust be kept fast, free God diwn to the 
least creature, and from the ercatitre back to the Alniighty Cre- 
ator. Noi one ink may be left cut. 

St, Thomas considers prayer as a secondary cause, af which 
God decreed to make usc, ut executing His plan of providence, It 
is one of the links binding the causal chai. As far as God is 
concerned, if is not necessary ua the sense that He is bound ta 
make use of it. Absolutely speaking, God could do everything 
without any help of secondary agents. Still we cam see His great 
wisdom, and to this wisdom the owes it ta use our humble petitions 
in carrying owl Tis clivine plans. 

The prayers of our Savior appear ut thts same hght to the 
Angelic Doctor, except that their influence hi coniparison to that 
af other secondary agents, ts far more powerful and far more 
universal. St. Fhomas Jonks upon Christ's prayers as the most 
necessary links in the divine clispensation, ucxt to the infinite 
merits of the sacrifice of Calvary. From the prayers Fle said here 
an carth, God, fran alf etersity decreed that menherless graces 
and Blessings be shewered upon tke first Apostles and Disciples ; 
and by these that He is offering today in heaven the precious 
fruits of the redernption are bemg applied to all souls, drawing 
them on to their eternal reward, 

As a basis for the Attingness of these prayers of our Savior, 


ix 
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the Angelie Doctor pomts to Flis eternal generation trem the 
Pather, a truth which Chrst wanted to impress upon us, As a 
basis for their unfaihing efewy he sces noihing etse than ihe 
hinnble subjection of Christ to His heavenly Father. Tlus gave 
rise to that pecfeot conternury of the human with the divine will, 
which St. Vhonmias considers the al) iapartant factor 1m the hearing 
and answering of prayers, Thus, while giving us a piciure of 
Christ's THigh-priesthood and Aledhatorship of which offices prayer 
ix a function, St. Vhomas briags ovr ur much boulder relief the 
pieture ot Christ iu relation to His Father. Fle shows us Christ 
at prayer as a natural Sou of Gad, and at the same tine as an 
obedient subject of a tind aad laying Pather. 

St. Thomas did uot treat this subject of Christ's prayer at 
great lengih. But even in the short treatise we cannot but adeire 
the spirit oJ dependence upon the fonts of Divine Revelation. Ji 
this, as in other niatlers ot theolegy, the Angelic Docter leans 
heavily on Sacred Seripture and the Tradition of the fathers. 
That, to him, meant more than aff else. Although a giant in powers 
of reason, he humbly recognized that in matters pertaining to Gad, 
the huinan faculty is utterly frail and deficient. 


SUMMARY OF FIRST CHAL PRR 


DocrRiNE OF Sr. JuoMas cAQUINAS ON puik Nature oF J'RAYER 


In his theological treatises Se. Chomas Aquinas considers 
prayer in its sirtet sesse as a petition, He defines iL as iin asking 
God for things we need, Gr waking kuuwa our wants to Ged for 
ihe purpose of having Him relieve them, According io St. Thoirts, 
prayer is an act of the practical mtellect, proceciting from the 
inlellect at a cormmand of the will, Th is considered a pitt ut the 
virture of religion flawing fron: charity. 

Prayer has a definite place in Divine Providence. GL is not 
something uscless, as sonie ate led to hefievc. bul is a secondary 
cause which God ordained from all cleurmity to produce certam 
effects in the lives of men, Tr does not change God, who is iin- 
mutable, but is rather an instrument which He uses te carry out 
His wonderful plans. Prayer is always a stgn of aur submisston 
and dependence. 

tn granting our petitions God looks to the disprsilions and 
needs af our souls as well us te those of the souls for whom we 
pray. Prayer that ts humble, trusting and persevering, in which 
we ask for ourselves things helpful and necessary for salvation, is 
infallibly efficacious in virtue ef Christ's promire: “AN things 
whatever you ask for jn prayer. beheving, you shall recetve’’ 
(Matt. 21:22). A praver of this kind can only be the expression 
of a soul which is perfectly resigned to God's will, In such con- 
formity te the divine will St. Thernas secs the reot of a prayer’s 


cfficacy. 


4 


er ae, 


_ 


Tr 


er ot 


ee 


—s2e 


- See = 
Cae i ern 


Ch Le aay 


SUMMARY OF SECOND CHAPTER 


Was [rt DPossisce rok Curist to Pray? 


St. Thomas teaches that Christ prayed not as God but as nian, 
that is, through Tits human nature. Prayer was made possible ta 
Him precisely by the fact that the nature Te assumed contained 
essentially all that our bwiman nature coutains. All the require- 
ments needed ta make a real prayer were found in Christ. dle 
had an intellect and a will which operated tn a perfeecthy human 
way. Tle, as man, was truly inferior to his Father, hence capable 
of addressing petitions to Flim. He was capable of legitintaiely 
directing these petitions towards the needs of our souls or th: 
needs ef His ewn body, the latter of which He had willingly 
assumed, 

The fact that in Hts one and same person were present beth 
omnipotence and omnisctence did nat prevent TTtm from praying, 
principally because the humanity always remained distinct from 
the divinity, Nor did the power of working cerlain miracles, and 
the great knowledge which resided in Christ's hinnanity form a 
hindrance to His praying. The power in question was not strict 
and full omnipotence. The plenitude of knowledge, far from bemg 
a hindrance, was an aid toe His prayer, far by it He could see 
more clearly the Father's will and knew exactly the objects for 
which He wanted to pray. 

Certainly there was not a moment of Christ's life as man in 
Which His mind was not raised to God who was immediately 
present to Him in the beatifie vision. But even this, declares the 
Augelic Doctor, did not prevent Elis holy soul from possessing 
those moveinents or impulses required to make known His desires 
to God, for the movements in His case were not from potency to 
act, but movemenis af a faculty already im the highest act, and 
hence movements implying not the Jeast mnperfection. 


SUMMARY OF THIRD CHIAPTER 


Was PRAYER NECESSARY IN THE Lure uF CHRIST? 


St. Thomas speaks of Christ's orayer as lecessary for our 
salvation and our instructton, Accaurding to tis principles we 
could hardly speak of any absolute necessity oF prayer in Christ 
our Lord except where creation was involyed. his reqaives fult 
and strict omnipotence, a power whicl was enlirely lievoud the 
reach of Christ's hiunanity as it is bevond the power of ali crea- 
tures, The necessity which St. Thonias would predieute of Clirist, 
then, would be me mare dum a hypolheticnl ene, dupemdent upon 
the decree of God wheek fren all eteritty lint determined that the 
Savior of mankind hunthle }tiraself before ihe Dtvuie Majesty ot 
the Father and ask Bling itt prayer for certaia fhings beth fear 
Himself and for fadlen mankind. Vhe wealeness and iuntersority of 
the human nature voluutarsly assumed by Christ was the funda- 
mental reason for His need of prayer---fundamental my the sense 
that it was a condition without which prayer would have been 
impossible for Tfim. 

According to the imind of St. Vhamas, we can also see in 
Christ’s prayer a certaim added necessity by reason of His special 
consecration as priest, mediator, and head of the kingdom of God, 

Regarding mitacles, St. Thomas tcaches that in the human 
nature of Christ, as imstrurmnent of the Word, there restded a 
special divine power of working miracles for purpuses of the in- 
carnation and redemption. Consequently, even though Sacred 
Scripture letls ws that Christ prayed before some of Tis miracles, 
St. Thomas would hardly suppose for this more than a hypothetical 
necesstly based on God’s preurdination, excepting once again the 
cases involving creation. 

However, St. Thomas speaks more of the fittingness of Christ's 
prayer than of ils necessity. This fitlingness he bases principally 
on our need of instruction in the meaning and reality of the 
mearnation, and our need of sceing in Christ a perfect example of 
humble, persevering and confident prayer, 
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SUMMARY OF POURTH CHAPTER 


THe NATURE AND CHARACTERISTICS OF CHRIST'S PRAYER 


In general outline. Cinrtst’s prayers, accordme ta St. Phorrs., 
were the same as ours. Phey flowed from the action of a perfec 
Inariic intellect and a perfect ttuman will) at deeper suf in the 
soul of our Savior there were holy desires rooted in His burning 
zeal for our salvation and Flis father’s glory, These holy desires 
were made known tu the Father by meaus of the great charity 
that permeated His whole being; and their utterance was prayer. 
lt was Christ the Divine Person who prayed; but His prayer 
came only through (he duiman nature, for only by that mature 
was 7PJe inferor ro the d*ather. 

St. Themas secs perfection in Christ's prayers becuuse of His 
great huinttity, by which He wallingly made Himself a subjeet 
and inferior of the Father, becuuse of the perfect conformity of 
Tiis wall with God's, and because of the perfect dispositions of 
atl kinds that existed in His holy soul which was at all tirnes tn 
the imrnediate presen: of the Godhead. 

Christ’s prayers dittcred from ours in this, that they were 
supplcations of One who had been officially conslituted as our 
Mediator, Priest and Redeemer. This gave Him a spectal right to 
intercede for us. As to the objects of His prayers, St. Thomas 
says that Christ truly prayed for Himself at times. In these 
prayers He asked for those things not yet i Flis possession and 
pertaining to the glory of Ais bedy and the infertor parts of His 
soul. fn the last analysis, however, all [lis prayers in some way 
or other redounded te aur instruction and salvation. For this 
reason the Angehe Doctor insists that not the least selfishness can 
be predicated of Christ in this maiter of praying for Himself. 

According to the principles laid down by St. Thomas, the 
prayers of Christ ascended to the Blessed Trinity as a whole, for 
the act of prayer is always from creature to Creator. Rut our 
Savior addressed His prayers to the Father te show that He was 
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the natural Son of fhe Father and that Ite lived constantiy in 
intimate relation with aud pertectly subject ta dim, 

By reason of the fact that the death of Christ on Calvary wis 
the supreme redemptive act. to which all other acts of Christ were 
ordained and in which aff others were comsununated and received 
their value, the prayers of Christ tonk their force front aid saw 
their conipletion in the death on the cross. 
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CHAPTER ¥ 


Tus Kretcacy ov Cryrist’s PRAYER 
1. PRINCIZAL EK EECYS OF PRAYER 


St. Thoinas speaks of a threefold ettect of prayer. The firs 
is the sptritual conselation that Gud grants to curtain or [lis 
worthy suppliants. This elfect plainly bears no essentuil cannection 
with prayer, and for that reason ais an ununpactant comsuberaiuey 
in this dissertation. Phe other twa ettects are merit and nupeters- 
tion, huth of them essecurial to the efficacy of prayer.' 

Every prayer ts oedatned to a twofold excd: the tirst, ¢icrnal 
life, the second, the objcet which ts asked of Abvighty Goll. 
“Prarn this double end,” says St. Thoanias, “praver takes is twe 
fold efficacy”? TF we analyze these two operations we see thal 
one refers more properly te God, though i has a certain de- 
pendeice upon taan’s dispostttons ; the other pertaias more direetty 
fa man tnasfar as it clepends apon his charity. 

The Angelic Doctor twaches that the degree of merit depends 
upen the theological virtue of chartty in the soul of the one 
meriting.? The greater the charity, the more merit one has. Con- 
sequently whenever we perform good works, and our saul is at the 
same tine filled with the virtue of charity, we merit a share of 
eternal fife, to be ptven us at God’s good pleasure. Our act af 
prayer being a good work, is therefore a meritorious act, vv 
us a right to a reward from Gad, as do all good works. And the 
marc charity there js in the soul the greater the reward God will 
give. Indeed, we have a right to expect the reward, not becaus¢ 
we deserve it, but because God has promised it.* 

The other effect, impetration, depends more properly Wpor 
God Himself. This, as St. Thomas says, belongs to the order of 


1Sum. Theol. [Ta, lace, G. 83, Art. 13, Corp, and Art. 15, 

#De Sent. Book 4, Dist. XV, @. 4, Art. 7, Questiuiic. 3, Sol. 

he Sent. Book 4, Dist, XV, O@ 4, Art. 7, Questutne. 2, Sol.; Sum. 
Theol. Ifa, Ilae, Q. 83, Art. 15, Carp. 

*Cf Mark $:40—-1 Ju. 2;25—Roni. 2;6-7. 
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mercy, whereas merit belongs t6 the order of justice.’ Lupetration 
is the proper effect of prayer, because it, more than merit, is in 
accord with the reason far prayer, since prayer 1s a peltben or a 
namfestation of one’s retest.” Now the obtaining of a recquent 
is the main reusen ior prayer sine: that ts ihe very purpnse at 
supplication, urthermare, the POesition ot a suppl is thal ost 
a beggar, whose appeal is not to justice, but to netey. OW this 
account, we say that pnpetuait if an effect more proper to prayer, 
more closely allied tu it thaw merit. 

2. DISPOSITIONS KEQUERKED FOte PA PETRATLON 


ae 


Gad, “Whose tender aeercy is over all His works? (2s. [44, 
Vs. 9), is always roudly to come fo the aid ar Flis crestures., But 
offen it happens Uiit the erealure linmweelf ylaves an abstach: io 
the reception of his resuest, cither by askiay in far senprepur 
manner, or by praying for scanedhiag barn fid to his seul. fn such 
acase God will not and cannot grant the request. St. Thanias says 
that there are four coreibions whose presence renders (he obtain- 
ing of a request absolutely infalhlte. Phese coudiieas are the 
following: first, the prayer must be said wrth devertaa; secondhy, 
with perseverance; thirdly, it musi be far one’s seit; fouruhly, 
it must be for the good of one’s soul? Tt these condstions are 


2 


*De Sent Book 4, Dist. NV, O. 4. Art. 7, Questiume. 2, Sot, 

“Sum. Fheol, lfa live, Q. 83, Art. 14, Corp, 

"St. Thomas mentions these in dus camrmmentaries on parts 
Scripture. (1) In De Sent. Book 4, st, 15, GQ. 4, Art. 7, he gives the four 
conditions rnenthaned above: devetios, for one’s seli, with perseveranee, ain 
for salvation, (2) To lis commentary om Psalm 26, vs. 8, he says a prayer 
must be from the heart, that js, “Auxious,” dirceted towards God, and as- 
siduous, (3) [ny is caminentary on Psalm 4, vs. 2, he says @ prayer wuist 
have a crying (clamor), justice, and must he said in such a way thal tlre 
whele is attributed te God. (4) In explaining the stxth chapter of the 
epistle to the Ephesians, verse t#, he says, a prayer ams be perfect, hhumbte 
(not presumptucus), persevering, devout, vigilant, instant, and) charttuble. 
(S) in a commentary on Psalm 38, verse 14, be says, for a commendable 
wrayer there must be the ratsiug ef the mind to God, perseverance and tears. 
(6) I a commentary on Psalm 3, verse 3, he says, that altention, righteasts- 
ness, anc devolien go to make a prayer conunendable. (7) Conunentiig on 
the Epistle to the Colossians, chapter 4, verse 2, he says, a commendable 
prayer must be assidueus, grateful (wrth thanks) ac vigulant. [a the satu 


af Sacred 


8 Lhe difheacy of Christ's froayer 

present, the prayer will be confarmed to (reds desigus anel the 
person worthy af receiving his rerpaest. Geax, however, is the one 
and only fudge of these conditions, for Ite alemie ein search the 
hearts af men. and He alope knews what is favorable agil wit 
is harmful to souls, JF, therefore, Gad judges that the prayer ct 
a suppliant is in pervert aceerel with This will, Pie will grant dhe 


pelttion. In such a case the prayer is said tae be cfteneious, 


3. KELATION CH Mike AND PMI TRALION 


Lhe power of meriting and the power at obtain (he faver, 
although clasely related to one another, are m1 Sole Fuspects il 
Heperhait one of another, Accordiigly ie os possible far a praver 
to be eMicictoas fren+ one pot oF view iid inetieacrous Prom 
nether, Fur example, a simmer caaiiot mierit elernal dite nor an 
Inevaase af tl, because the virtue of charity is lacking in his soul: 
tad vet he may obtain Ins request, Qo the other hand, a person 
in whese soul the virtue of chiarty resides way olker a test per- 
fect prayer, asking God for something altogether legitimate. Yet 
(sol may know that the granting of the request woukl work deiti- 
ment ta the soul, aud seo would not and could not grant it. Such a 
prayer would be efficacious as far as the power of meriting Is 
voncerned, but inefiicacious as to the power of impetration. It 
must, however, be maintained that the just man, sinve he is en- 
lowed wih charity which pves him a right to a reward, is more 
likely te oblam his request, beeavse micrit self provides a founda- 
tien for obtamning favors from God." 


commcutary on chapter f, verse 9, he says, a commendable prayer is timely 
(said at the prapec time, as soon as necessary), continual and miudtiple. 
{8} Comruernting on the brst epistle to Timothy, Chapter 2, verse 8, he 
says, a prayer must be assicous, pure and tranquil, He also enumerates 
circumstances that make a prayer worthy of being heard.--Canynenting on 
Frsalsa 39, verse 2, he slates, the goodness of God, prayers of the Saints, 
znd one’s own merit. Caniuuenting on Psatm 17, verse 42, he states, the right 
intention, Commenting on Psahn 37, verse 16, he states, obedience, patience, 
and yraying for enemies. Quoted in “Mysttea TPheclayia Divi Vhomac’ by 
Vallgornera, Editie quarta, Torte 1, Martetti— 1924, Disp. V. Q. 2, Art. 3-6, 
Page 184 ss. 
*Oe Sent. Book 4, Dist. 15, 0. 4, Art. 7, Questiunc. 3, Sol. 
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4. EFFICACY OF CHRIST'S PRAYERS 


Having considered the efficacy of prayer in general, the next 
consideration will be that of St. Thoruas’s trevatuent of the efh- 
cacy of Chrisi’s prayer. Accarding tw the above istiuetion: the 
efficacy of Christ's prayer will be ireated first fran tie point of 
view of merit, and then from the point of view of iupetration, 

By the power Gf meriting mia general sense we marl o certain 
aeks 


right to a reward promised by Gad io those wha de goal 
with the proper inteulion. Christ cuacde the prunuse: “Whoever 
gives a cup of water to drink jn Aly naa, because you are 
Christ’s, amen [ say to you, he shath uot tose Ins reward” ( \tiarls 
9:40). Every work of a person, whtase soul is ad«grned with 
sanctifying grace aod the virtde af charity. merits a reward ta 
God's sight." Tt is not that the werk by as very natcre alskinys zt 
recompense from God; bud the work ts deserving Gf a reward 
primarily and prinvipalty because God dias provused it, and any 
secondarily beeatise of the Mgnity attached to the werk through 
the charity of the perstm performing a 

Christ aur Lord, as St. Thonias teaches, was capable af mertting 
in strictest justice both for Himself and for men, whose immimertal 
souls were entrusted to this care. Fer Ttimself He could merit 
only those things not yet in Eis possesstan, such as the gloritica- 
tion of His bady, His ascenstan into heaven, and things pertaining 
to Elis external exccllence.\’ For mankind He could merit recon- 
ciliation to God aud these graces necessary for salvation? But 
the point to be insisicd upon here ts merely that Christ’s works 
had the power of meriting.'* Every act He performed, just like 
every human act of a person iu the state of grace, called for scime 
reward from God, for, as faith ieaches, Christ's soul wus Alled 
With grace? from the first moment of His hfe on carth, and an 
that very account, charity was always present to give His works 


*Sum. Theot. fa f¥ae, Q. ii4, Art. 2. 

“Sum. Theel. IJ], Q. 9, Art. 3, Corp. 

“Sum. Theol. Til, @. 19, Art. $; De Sent. Book 3, Dist. 1% Art. 6, 
Questiuncula }, Sol. 

2ebhhe Council of Trem defined that, “Christ is the meritorious cause of 
our salvation,” T. B. 68}, 

Sum. Theol. 17, O. 7, Art. 9. 
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the dignity required for mertting in God's sight. Furtherniore. lav 
presence of the Gudhead in Christ lent an added dignily ta THis 
works, so that, unhke those of the ordinary Christin, they were of 
ihindie value. 

Christ’s human nature was united te the diveme in the persia: 
of the Ward. Although nature had operations proper lo itsetl, 
suill there was no operation at all, not even such sevmingty t- 
different arts as walking and sleeping thai was net colired lev 
divinity, so lo speak, through the Cypostatic Virion: For, aithougs 
the atalare is the remeole principle of actions, il ts the perscn who 
performs them! Is Christ the human naire was merely an 
instrament of the divine, Frome this ait follows that alf the acts of 
Christ, even those proper lo Wis train uaiure, as the aet of 
pruber, were acts at the Gorhnan, proceediag trmeciatety Fre 
the Second uisen of the Blessed Trinity. They were there Tre 
diving aml of an iufnite vahwe ie Gal's sight. Such is the teaclony 
of St. Fhomas reflecting the doctrine of the church and the 
teaching of iradition.t? tu his work on the mystery of the re- 
denpuon father Hugon explains thts very clearly and concisely: 


The human operations of the Redeemer, finite in the order 
of besng. in their physical reality, receive in themselves 
and intrinsically, an infinite digmity in the moral order 
on the sale seore that they are the property of the Divine 
Person, One understands then that these acts are in- 
eshaustible. Let us revert to our principle “actions belong 
to the persou"; atl the actions, merits, and satisfactian, 
are the works of a Dhyine Person, who subsists and acts 
tha huaniwan nature. Consequently their value is that of a 
God operating through the medium of humanity.~-The 
value of the acts of a Divine Person, acting through 

“ “La nature est ce dau procéde l'acte, le mérite, la satisfaction; la personne 
est ce qui agit, mérite et satisfait.” Le Mystere de la Rédemption, Ed. 
Hugon, O.P., pp. 91-92. 

“Sum, Theol. li], GQ. 19, Art. b ad 2, “Sie igitur actio instrumenti, jn- 
quatitum est istrumentum nan est alia ab actione principalis agentis ;—sic 
igitur operatia quae est hunianae naturae in Christo, inquantum est in- 
strutnentinn Divinttatis mon est alia ab operaticne Divinitatts. ad 3, Et 
gimiliter in Christe uporict quod sint duaé operationes specic differentes 
secundum ejus duas naturas, quaclibet tamen operationum est una numero 
in Christa simul facta sicut una ambulatio et uta sanatio.” 
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humanity, is limited in the physical order, because of the 
created faculties which produce the uperatinns > if is in- 
finite in the moral order becatise of the uncreated (1Di- 
yine) Person who makes Wis own the works of both 
natures.’* 

S. OBPECT OF TREE ALERLT OF CHREST’S PRAYER 


The direct object of all inerit ts life clermat Under the incltrect 
abject fall the means of ohiniming that Nie cterpaly namety, wie 
spiritual means such asx grace and the virittes, and the material 
means or things that in some way or other help ws arrive ak oar 
eternal goal? In general, this was alse the object et the meri of 
Christ’s prayer. Masentially it must have bern the sane, for all 
merit must have rcferenes: to Gel either chieelly er rmdirectly, 
heeause charity, the Foundation of inerituriqus works, is directly 
concerned with God, Who alene is aur elernal reward.7? 

There are, however, several differences to be neted in the object 
of our Savior’s inevit. Christ already possessed eternal life in 
the beatific vision of Wis Father, and so could not merit tt, for 
Himself,t® He did, however, merit clernal life and all the helps 
necessary to attain it for fallen mankind. 

It might be objected that Ife did merit for Hinself Flts resir- 
rection, the glory af ITis ascension, veneration by the fatthful and 
the spread of Elis kingdom here un earth, because it was for these 
things that Fle prayed °? It ts true that Christ prayed for them and 
thereby merited them for Himself, far that ts the commen tcaching 
of Theolegians. Sl even these things were all, m1 a way, for 
the eternal happiuces of athers, as St. Thorrtas points out: 


The very glory which Christ asked for in prayer, per- 
tained to the eternal salvation of others according to St. 
Paul’s words (Rom. 4;25), ‘He rose again for our justi- 
fication’; and thercfore even that prayer which Ife said 
for Himself was in a certain sense for others.” 

®Le Mystere de la Redemption, kd. Hugon, O.P., pp. 93-02, 

Sunt. Vheol. Ia Iiae, @. 114. 

4 Sum. Theol. fa [lae, G. 114, A, 4, 

¥Sum. Theo). ITT, QO. 34, Art. 4. 

*™Sum. Theol. TI, QO. 21, Art 4. 

2Sum. Theol. 217, @. 2l, Art. 3 ad 3. 
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While He truly nterited these things for Himself, yet they were 
means to jead tneu to salyadion. 

Another difference that might be marked mi fhe object of 
Christ’s merit is that He always merited direetly and with strictest 
ie rigdil the very thing for which Tle prayed, as Te VWimself said in 
praying betore the tomb of Lazarus: “Father, I give Thee thanks 
that Thou hast heard Me. Yet I knew that Pheu always hearest 
Me ¢ Ja. 11: 41-42). The reason For this is that Christ knew 
amd willed only what pertained ta salvation, awl therefare the 


NM nym 


| things he asked in prayer were always for salvation. 

fn human mer nowever, the mght to a reward ts never as 
strict as Christ’s, and furthermere, that right becames less strict 
the farther the object of request is removed from: our salvation. 
The power of our merit therefore is miuch less strict and more mi- 
direct. than Christ's, owing to the tmperfeect dispositions  thivi 
ra characterize human prayer. Father Friethoff makes this observs- 
~ ‘ ign in tus book, 2e Adma Seocira Christi Afediateris, ui speaking 
of Christ's prayer as compared to that of the just: 


+" 


| The just merited io be heard; Christ, however, did nat 
e ; merit to be heard—For J knew that Thou always hear- 
est Me’ (Jn. 11542); but Christ merited the objeci 
itself for which He prayed.** 


About the dispositions of Christ’s soul there can be no doubt. The 
fuliness of grace thercin prevented His soul from being wanting 
in any tespect whatsoever. Divine charity, the foundation of this 
power of meriting, tiled it to overflowing, and, fram this charity 
His prayer proceeded. Bestdes, He knew exactly what was bene- 
feral both te Himsclf and to the souls of men. [f the efficacy of 
menting depends upon the degree of charity im the soul, as St. 
Thomas points oui,** then there was nothing at al] that could 
conceivably have stood between the infinite charity whence Christ’s 
act of prayer sprung and the object to which it was immediately 


ee 


S39. cn, Pozi, 

“Gum. Theol. Ila Ilae, 2. 83. Arti. 1S. *Gratio autem stcut et quilibet alius 
actus virtutis hahet efficaciam merendi in quantum procedit ex radice 
charitatis.” Sum. ‘Fheol. [Ia Ilae, Q. 83, Art. Il. “Quanto sunt Deo con- 
juntieres, tanto corum vrationes sunt magis efficaces.” 
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referred. This certain, direct, and unswerving charatler of Christ's 
power af meriling in prayer, licld just is well whet ide prayed for 
others as when He prayed for Himself. The reason is thts: in 
asking fayors for others, | tts refinite Kiowledee was the infallible 
guide. By divine farekuowledye fle cattle see Itch tke sonis af 
others for whom Fle praved; and anty for thase whoo He kuow 
had ne impediment to God's grace. aid iv chiteet Gis preavers with 
His ahsolute and efficacious will, Therefore, like a plereing shake, 
our foord’s pravers went Cirectly to then end. 


6 POWER OF TMPRETRATION 


The second of the tro principal cifucts of prayer as defined 
by St. Thomas, is (he power of impelration, av the power of ob- 
taining the favor (hid is asked of Gea?! Phis effect is more 
proper to prayer than that of meriing, as is evident From ils very 
mitture; for prayer is essentially the asking of a favor, to which 1s 
inseparably muited the idea of obiwiaing the thing for which we ask, 
It is the end and reason for our isking, aid is what we ordinarily 
think of when speaking of prayer. Although the power uf mer- 
iting eternal Hfe is just as truly part of the prayer’s efficucy as 
impetration, still the object we desire, while je must ultimately 
be ordained to eternal Jife, ts gencratly a means to it and hence 
is closer (2 Us D1 Our present slate than our ultimate end ts, 

It is this power of impetration that St. Thomas has tn mind 
when he treais the question of the efficacy of Christ's prayers. 
At the very outset of his arttwle in the Suanuna Theologica he ex- 
plains what he means by the term evaudive. “One's prayer ts 
said to be heard feveuditur) when one’s will is fobfilled’2? As 
deseribed by St. Thomas, the effeacy of prayer as regards tts 
impelratory power depeauds not so nmiach upan man as upon Gad, 
for itis He whn grants or refuses our request.** We maiifest our 


——* 


“Sune Dheol. [la llae, . 83, Art. 13 al 75. 

VSun. Theol. ft Q. 2t, Art. 4. “Pune ergo alicujus erantis exauditur 
oratio quate ejus voluutas adin:pletur.” 

“Be Sent. §¥, Dist. 15, O. 4, Art. 7, Questiune. 4, Sol. “Linpetratie 
Importat orcdiném muiscnieordine vel liberalitatis ex parte doantis; et ideo 
mmetitum ex setpsu huabet umle peryeuiatur ad praemium, sed oratio imn- 
petrare vokwulis ion habet ex svipsu unde impeiret, sech ex propusito vel 
hiberalitate cdantis.” 
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will ta idim, and it lies with Flan te grant ar withhold the desired 
fuvor. 

ay reason of the fact that God, in His eternal decree lias seen 
ft fo eonditton His granting of our requests upon dispositions 
of our soul, there is a notable difference between the power o7 
bnpetralion of Christ's prayers and that of ours. This divercnce 
must he daken into account for a clearer understanding of the ercat 
eficacy of Chrisi’s prayers. 

The prayers of Christ, besides proceeding from a seul yhuse 
powers of knowledgc and love pierced every particle of berg to 
which the prayer in every respect extended, rested sotilly ot a 
stact right af the Gad-uan before His heavenly Father. din other 
words, our Lore had a right in rigorous justiee Lo be heard fy the 
Mather, and imore directly stith, had a strick right to everything 
fer which He asked. Father Friethosf, O.1%, points this out ta the 
book of bis that was cited above, Our inerit, as he shows, is truty 
based Of justice, but ultimately rests on God’s promise; whercus 
Christ's merit ts based on justice in its strictest sense, for in 
the Hypostatie Union, there was a perfect equality between Fiather 
and Sonu. Christ, therefore, had a strict right not only to what 
Ite merited, but even to whatever He asked for in prayer? In 
| His prayers, merit and nnpetration could not be separated fram 
F one another, for both were cancerned with one and the same ob- 
! ject, mamely, the eternal salvation of souls.?% Furthermore, there 
is 110 question of Christ's merit resting on God’s prornise as vurs 
floes ultimately ; but Christ merited fram His own personal dignity 
ax Sun of God. We, however, merit because we are adopted sons 
threugh grace, whereas Christ murited because He is the natural 
Son of Grad from all elernity. As a result af this, when Christ 
prayed, He merited the very object for which He prayed. The 


a 
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“We Alma Socia Christi Mediatoris, pp. 69-71. 
* 7. Margreth, "Das Gebetslehen Jesu Christi des Sohnes Gottes,”"” page 


{ 

& 279, “Zum Rechtstitel der Sohwschaft kommt also der Rechtstitel des 
if Lotines binzu. Dieses Verhalthis von Arbet wil Lohn, welches beim 
i 

! 

| 
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Verdienste wesentlich ist, ketumet ber «ler tlossen TImpetration gar nicht 
im Betracht. Bier wird der Ausdeuck des Wiilens rein in sich eben als 
Willensausdruck betrachtet, nicht aher als Leistung und Arbett, Doch sind, 
wie schon wesapt, im irdischen Gebet Christi Impetration ond Verdienst nicht 
von @inander zu trenner. Beicde reichen gleich weit und gehen auf dasselbe.” 
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point, then, is that the efficacy of His prayers rested on the same 
title of night as His merit. And thus the power of merit and the 
power of impetration in Ffim rested on one and the same founda- 


tion. 
In our ptayers, the merit rests on a right acquired only through 
God's promise, and the impetration depeuds upon Cod's mercy. 
We, too, merit the object of our prayers in a certain sense, in as far 
a$ It agrees with out ultimate end,*” but never with the striet right 
as Christ did, Efis prayers did not depend upen God's merey fur 
oblatning their object. Fle knew His Father's will, and tle knew 
infallibly that He would grant Jits reepacst. Lic knew also that 
the Father desired Him to pray for tt in order to instruct men 
and give them a pood exaniple. 

The act of injpetration tetminates in God’s act of granling the 
petition. Its source is in the desire of the one who prays, as St. 
Thomas suggests in defining prayer as the “manifestation of one’s 
will before God in order that He inight fulftll it.°*° In Christ, 
every expression of His sacred wil] was both meritorious and im: 
petratory ; the latter, because of its very nature as the foundation 
of a request, the former because of the liypestatic Union and the 
fullness of grace. In us, on the conirary, the expresston of our 
will in itself has no more than an impetratory value, Its meritorious 
value comes in only through something else, namely, sanctifyime 
grace, which is the foundation of merit.” 


vr 


"Cf Sum. theol La lac, (h 83, Art. 18. 


“Sum, Theol. [f1, Q. 22, Art. 1. 
"Father Margreth points this vut a bis howk cn Christ's prayer already 


cited, page 280; “hierin zeigt sich cin grosser Unterschied zwischen dem 
Gebete Christi und dem Gebcte blosser Menclen, Bet diesen beziehen stch 
sogar regelimadssig, weil ihre Ympetration sich nicht auf cinen Rechtstitel 
stutzt, Verdienst und Impetration ini Gehete auf verschiedene Gegenstande— 
So fallen selbst denn, wenn das Giebet aut das gcht, was cigeentumbicher 
Gegenstand mensciilichen Verdienstes ist, Gebet und Verdienst nicht cusam- 
men. Noch klarer ist dies, wenn ich fir Andere bete; in ciesem Fulle 
erstreckt sich die impetratarische Wirkung ganz auf den andern, dite meri- 
torische ganz auf mich. Ber Christus, dagegen, Edit beide zusainmen, Der 
letzte Grund davon fiegt eben darn dass bei Christus, dem Sohn Gottes, 
jeder Ausdruck scines Willens an sich verdtcnrstlich, also wesenthch micri- 
terisch ist, bei uns dagegen, der Wilensausdruck au und fir sich, selbst 
wenn er erost gemeint ist, bloss mupetraturisch tst und erst durch ¢twas 
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7. EFPPRICACY OF CURIST'S PRAYERS STATED iN SACKED SCRIPTURE 


Fiaving spoken of the manner in which Christ's prayers have 
therr efibeacy, Jet us mew turn te the Inspired Wrilings to see 
Whether the [loly Spit speaks ur any wey about the eHicacy cof 
these prayers. The inust dircet referenve af Sacred Scripture is 
iound inthe wards of Christ Ehiuself. When Ile was brouelit ic 
the toh of Eazarus, ane was about to restore Hfe to the Lesely If 
dis rriend, He raised His eves to heaven and puuved lo Fis Pathe: 


Father [ gtve Thee thanks that Thou hast heard Me. Ye 
{ kocw that Thou #lways hearest Me; but because of the 
peopl: who stand round, | spoke, thar they may believe 
that Thou diast seat Me. When fle had sail this, He cried 
with a loud vorce: “Lazarus, came forth.” Aad al once 


he who bad been dead came forth (jn. 1); 41-44), 


Qur Lord in this incident taught as both by word and example that 
this prayers were ivallibly efficacious before His Father in 
heaven. Fle Hhmself satd openty that Wis Father always hears ttn. 

!n the garden of Gethsanani He again pointed to the un failing 
ctheacy of His prayers. It was after the threefold prayer to His 
Bather, “Phe Roman soldiers had already come and taken Him 
eaptive, St. Puter. seeing what had happened, suddenly drew his 
sword and, striking the servant of the High Priest, ent off his 
ear, Our Lore! turning to Peter said: 


Pat back thy sword tnio its place: for all those who take 
ihe sword wil perish by the sword, Or dost thou suppose 
that I cannot entreat My Father, and He will even now 
furnish Me with nore than twelve legions of Angels? 
How then are the Sermptures to be Fulfilled that thus it 
must happen (Matt. 26; 52-54)? 


meee, 


anderes (durch die heitigmachende Guade, durch welehe er als Bitte cines 
Kindes Gotres erscheint, und die begleitende Tugendakte} meritorisch wird. 


Das Gebet eines 


Sinulers, deat diese Bedinguug fehit, ist darum = im- 


petratorisch, nicht aber meriteviseh im ergeutichen Stnne des Wortes.---Der 
Willensausdruck der Gétthcheu Person Christi ist aher stets streng meri- 


torisch." 
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By this rather sharp rebuke to St. Peter, Jesus watited to impress 
upon him first of all His absolute obedience to the Father’s cam- 


mand of suffering the death of the cross, But then tie also wanted 
to teach St. Peter that if Ile hac not known that 1lis death was 


decreed by the Father, and if He had prayed for help front Him, 
His prayer would have been tomediately and infallibly efficacious, 
and there would haye come legions of Angels to His assistanec.* 
In other words, Christ teaches us by His awn words here, that 
His prayers are heard end answered; that they have the power of 
obtaining whalever He asked in them, What is more, from Christ's 
manner of speaking, ina reproachful tone, He supposed ihat St. 
Peter should have known this, and realized that such a thing lay 
in the power of the Sou of Gaal if Fle chose to make use of it. 

There is another direct reference to the ctheacy ot Christ's 
prayers, Ibis found in St. Paul's letter to the Hebrews where he 
speaks of the pricsthood of Jesus, 


For Jesus, in the days of its earthly life, with a loud 
cry and tears, offered up prayers and supplicatious to 
Him who was able to save Ilin from death, and was 
heard because of His reverent submission (blebr. 5; 7). 


This is the text which St. Thomas chooses from Sacred Seripture 
to prove that when Christ prayed, Tis prayer was always heard 
and answered. 

As to indirect references (o this matter, we have the following: 
Our Lord was speaking one day to fis disciples about the efficacy 
of praycr in general; and He said: 


Ask, and it shall be given you; seck and you shall find; 
knock, and if shall be opened to you. For everyone who 
asks, recetves; and he who seeks, firids ; and 10 him whe 
knocks, it shall be opened. Or what tii ts there among 
you, who, if his son asks him for a loaf will hand him 
a stone: or if he asks for a fish, will hand hint a ser- 
pent? Therefore, if you, evil as you are, know how 
ta give good gifts to your children, how much more 
will your Father in heaven give pood things to those 
who ask Hin (Matt. 7; 7-11)! 


“Cf, Maldonatus in Mati. chap. 26, pp. 425, 4553, 
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We night say that in this passage the lvangelist wanted to 
convey two ideas ; first, the efficacy of worthy prayers, and secondly 
the readiness of God to auswer those prayers. 

Regarding the first part. Christ included all men tn Llis state- 
ment, as Tle cht in similar stataments about the efheacy of worthy 
prayers, especially in His last words with the Apustles#* Naw 
if mis true fer all men, how infalltbhy trae this must haye dicen 
in the case of Christ's own prayers! Si. Thornas hintsctf makes 
use of the parallel text from St. John, in the second of his Serf 
Contra arguincents in his commentary om the FAird Boor of 
Sentences. He says: 


> 


Christ’s prayer was not less efficacious than the prayers 
of the Samts. But to the Saints Christ Himself orders, 
“Ask, amd you shall receive, that your joy may be full” 
(Jn. 16324), Therefore, He Himself also received whai 
Ife asked for." 


Furthermore, when aur prayers ure not answered by Cad, m1 1s 
ordinarily because of some fault or imperfection on our part, or 
because the object of our prayer is not conducive to our salva- 
fion, St. James reminds his disciples: “You ask and do not receive, 
because you ask amiss, that you inay spend it upon your passions” 
{James 433). These are the only obstacles that could withhold God's 
graces, and, obviously none of them could mterfere with the ef- 
ficacy of Christ's prayer. 

In the second part of the above text, Our Lord compares 
catihly fathers to the heavenly Father, man te God, wickedness to 
yoodness, as Maldonatus says,** so as 10 argue from the lesser to 
the greater, An earthly father, even though he is a sinner, willingly 
hears his children’s prayers, and bestows gifts upon them, sorme- 
times even without their asking. If an earthly father does such 
a thing, how much more can we not expect fram our heavenly 
Hather, who knows Hrs children’s prayers and needs infinitely bet- 
ter than the earthly father, and who is infinitely more inclined to 


“Cf, Luke 1h; 5-8 Matt. 21: 22, Matt. 18; 19, Jn. 14; 13-14, Jn. 15; 7, 
Jn. 16; 23-24. 

“He Sent. II, Dist. 17, Art. 3, Questiunc. 4. 

* Comment. in Matt. page 311, 
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-show mercy? And how much more still can we uot expect from 
Him if we humble ourselves and ask Him; for He Elimself tule 
us to ask, and He Himself promised to grant our requesis. Chen, 
making the further step to our Savier’s prayers, 1f the Father ts 
sa eager and ready to grant the prayers af His adapted sons, 
how great must be the efheacy of the prayers Gf His uariral Son, 
Jesus Christ! ]£ our Lord could assure fits disciples of a hearing 
betore the heavenly throne, how certain Fle Pimself must have 
been that every praver Gf Llis would be heard aed answered! Tn 
the above passage, therefore, we can see al deus an Uihrect 
allusion to Christ's prayers. 

When Christ was transAgured on Mount Tabor, amid the mant- 
festations of Tlis glory, the Father's voice was heard sayz: 
“This is My Belaved Son, in whom | am well pleased: hear Flint” 
(Matt. 1755). According to Maltonatus, we are to tnderstand 
this word “hear’ in the sense of “obey.%* The Father, theretore, 
tells us to be obedient to Clirist, to full all Tis wishes and com- 
mands in our regard, for Fle is our Head. Uf the Father demands 
obedience to the voice of Plima in whom [He is well pleased, will 
He not Himself harken to that voice when it cries to Him im 
prayer? St. Paul uses God's awn words to David of old as referring 
to Christ: “I wilt be to him a father, and he shall be to me a son” 
(Hl Kings, 7:24, Quoted in St. Paul to Hebr. 1:5). This is a 
testimony, though mdireet, of the Father Himself, telling us that 
the prayers of His Son are acceptable in His sight and are 
always granted. 

We refer once again to the incident of Christ’s raising Lazarus 
from the dead. Even before He had pronounced that direct testi- 
mony to the efficacy of Fis prayers as cited above, Martha, the 
sister of Jazarus spoke out clearly her confidence tn the strength 
and infallible efficacy of her Master's prayers. 


When, therefore, Martha heard that Jess was coming, 
she went oul to meet Him, But Mary remained at home, 
Martha, therefore, satd to fesus: “lord, if Thou hacdst 
been here, my brother would not have died. But even 
now | know that whatever Thou shalt ask of God, God 
will give it to Thee” (Jn. 11; 20-22). 


"Cf. Cotument. p. 231. 
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in the Old Testament, there are uamerous passages in which 
the Holy Ghost testifies to the efficacy of prayers of the just in 
Gad'’s sight. In the Book of iexedus we read: 


And Moses besought the Lord Mis God saying: “Why, 
© Lord, is Thy mdignation enktndled against Thy penple 
Whorn Thou hast brought out of the Jand of Egypt with 
great power and with a mighty hand? Let Thy anger 
cease, and be appeased upon the wickedness uf Thy 
people’ —And the Lord was appeased from doing the 
evil which Fle had spoken against the people (ixedus 
32; 9, 12 and 14). 


The Psalmist says: 


The eyes of the Lord are upon the just: and TTis ears 
unto their prayers—The just erted, and the Jord heard 
them: and delivered them out of all their troubles (Ps. 
33, vs. J@18). fle will do the will of them hat fear 
Him; and [fe will hear their prayers and save them (Ps. 
id4, vs. 19}. 


In the Book of Proverbs we reac: 


The Lord is far from the wicked; and He will hear the 
prayers of the just (Prav. 15,529), 


In tsaias God speaks: 


My clect shalt not labor in vain, ner bring forth in 
trouble; for they are the seed of the blessed of the Lord, 
and their posterity with them. And it shall come to pass 
that before Uney cali I will hear; as they are yet speak- 
ing, | will hear (Jsaias 65:24). 


These texts pive sufficient proof that God looks fayorably 
upon the cries of the just. 1f He is so ready to grant the requests 


of those who love Hin, how could Lie turn a deaf ear to the 
earnest peliltons of Elis Only-Begotten Son? 


&. THE PROULEM AS THIEQOLOCIANS SAW IT; WERE 
CHRIST S PRAYERS ALWAYS HEARD? 


This questtou of the efficacy of Christ’s prayers has given rise 
fo discussion ever since it was frst propose by the early 
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Scholastics, The Fathers. of course, tever treated the matter 


asa spectal question. They spoke ef i shiuply im passing, espe- 
ctally in their explanitions of the Sacred) Seriptures where ile 
yvaugelists speak oF our Lord at prayer, or where St, Paul ireats 
of His priestly funecouus, The texts of St. Vaal. with ihe ¢x- 
ception af ane (ilebr. 3:7). refer ta Christ's prayer ine even, 
of which we shati speak Jater. The Urree principal phices winch 
furm the basis of the Dathers’ comunents are the folluwing: the 
prayer at the tamd of Lavurus, the praver in tke garden of Geth- 
semai, and the pruvers said while on dhe cress. Beenuse of abe 
pecmiar mature af iGese prayers, they have aot only atlyacted 
the attention of the Fathers, bin dikewise prevoked most af tar 
discussie ou bhis miatler imaeng Theologians. These prayers wall 
be considered: separately in thee taro, 

St. Thanis asks ihe question whether the prayer af Christ 
was always heard. Fle answers in the afhraatives nal. however, 
without a distinetion, basing his response upon the words of divine 
revelation as spoken dy St. Paul in Ris dipistle to the Hebrews 


(Chap. 5, vs. 7}- 


or Fesus, in the days of His earthly hfe, with a foul 
ery and tears, offered up prayers and supplicatroms ty 
Him who was able to save Wim from death, and was 
heard because of His reverent submission. 


f Sacred Seripture as his entire Sed 


St. Thomas uses this text o 
Contra arginuent in the Sunusia Theologica (1, Q. 2t, Art. 4) 
aud as the first of the argunicnts m his carwnicntary an the Third 
Book of Seuteuces (Dist. 17, Art, 3, Questiune. 4). 

In the Cute oluved, where St. Vhomas gives his expasition 
of St. Paul's epistle to the Plebrews, he conmernts on this text m 


the following manter : 


it must he said that Christ, in everything which He 
really wished to be accomplished, was actually heard" 


In the commentary an the Sentraces he alsa adduces (wo other 
seriplural citations to prove his assertion, Fhe one ts that af 


© Ack Heber. S-7. “BDicendum est, qued Christus in omimibus «uae velit 


Heri, fait exawhtus.” Cf Opusculuin 1t, Cap, 253 (Git. Reisane). 
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St. John (chapter 16, verse 24) wherein Christ gave Tiis disciple: 
the command, “Ask and you shall receive,” whereby St. Thoias 
shows, aS was inentioned above, that the prayers of Christ will 
be hardly jess efficacious than those of His Apostles; wherefare 
if they obtain what they ask, a fortiori: does Christ Himself. Uhe 
second is the words of Christ at the tomb of Lazarus, also cited 
above: “f knew that Thou always hearest Me’ (Jn. 11542). These 
three places in Sacred Scripture, therefore, form the foundation 
for the Angelic Doctor’s teaching on the cuestion. 


GD. CONFORMITY OF HUMAN WILL WITH DIVINE---RASIS OF ARGUMENT 


In the body of the pertinent article in the Swae, St. Thon 
explains his position on the matter. Phe theological reason upen 
which he bases the entire response is the absolute conforusty of 
Christ’s human will in all things with the will of THis lather, «aec- 
cording to Ris own words, “Not My will but Thine be done” 
{Luke 22;42), and, “I seek not My own will, but the will of [Zim 
who sent Me” (Jn. 5:30), and also, “I do always the things that 
are pleasing to Him’ (Jn. 8:29). Thus dves our Lord Himself 
give us the starting point for aur conclusions. He made known ta 
ws very clearly that His wilt conformed at all times and in all 
matters to the Holy Will of His Father. This means. as the 
Angelic Doctor explains, that according to His absolute will 
guided by pure reason, Christ never willed anything except that 
which He knew His Father willed.3% Because of this perfect con- 
formity of will, every prayer of Christ, proceeding from such a 
perfect human faculty, was infailibly heard and granted; for the 
hearing and answering of a prayer, as is stated at the outset of 
the article, means the fulfilling of the desire expressed by the wiil.** 
The concluston, therefore, is that every desire of Christ, mani- 
fesied in prayer, which proceeded from His absolute will guided 
by reason, was in absolute conformity with the desires of the 
divine will, and for this reason perfectly fulfilled. 


*Sum, Theot. Ili, Q. 21, Art. 4, Corp. “Secunduin autem voluntatern 
rationis, Christus nihil aliud voiwit nisi quod seivit Deum velle; et idea 
omnis absoluta volunias Christi etiam humana fuit impleta, quia fuit Dei 


conformis.” 
* Sum. Theol. foc. cit. “Et per consequens omnis e}us oratio fuit exaudita.” 
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We can draw another argument from dhe feachag at the 
Angelic Doctor in his coromentary on the fauréh buak af Ses- 
tences (Dist. 45, Guest. 3, Art. ] Solutinn}. lta this article he 
teaches that the prayers of the Saints in beavia ot vur behalf are 
always heard, and are cfheacious ta ebiam whatever they ask; for 
the Saints know exactly what God wills in our regard, aud they 
will nothing but what they know to le Fis will, Now if this 1s 
true of the Sairus, @ fortiori mist tie same have been true of our 
Savior here on earth. He, in His mortal fe, just like the Sats 
in their immortal existenec, saw the faee of Gad. and kaew, 
therefore, even more perfectly than the Saints (for fle was their 
Head) what was God's hoby will?’ 

In order to uaderstand fully the foree af Si. Uhontss argu 


ment, tt ts necessary te consider more poutedly Fis teachtag on 


the conformity of wills ta Chyist. le should, however, be nolce 


here that St. Vhomas considers this matter basic in dhe thealogy of 
prayer. It is the untly of the will of the person prayrig wilh the 
holy will of God that makes a prayer pleasing in God's sight. The 
unliy of wills is Hkewise the strongest appeal to God's merey im 
grantiny requests, as our Lord Efimself teaches. In the “Our 
- Father’ He prays, “Thy kingdota cowe, Thy will be donc” ¢ Matt. 
6:10); and during His agony in the garden, “Not as 7? wall, but 
as Thou willest’ ( Matt. 26/42). 

Throughout the entire treatise on prayer, St. Thomas inststs 
on conformity with the divine will as a necessary disposition of 
soul fi the one prayiig. He does not use the tem “resignation.” 
but in the fiual analysis it ts exactly that. The will of God tn 
our regard can he uone other than salvation, and sanctificatinn 
which leads thereta, as St. Paul says: “This is the will af Gord, your 
sanctification” (f Thess. 4:3); and, “God hath not called us unte 
uncleauness, but wnte sanctification’ (4 Phess. 4.7). Crock canal 
grant anything that will not lead te the soul’s sanctification, 
Heace St. Thomas says that our prayers must he directed ta some- 
thing good for our soul fad salutern), for it is only then that they 
are conformable tn Gods wilt" 

Ch also Sum. Thevl. Supplement, Quest. 72, Article 4 

“Cf Sum. Theol, Ula Ulae, QO. #4, Art. S ad. 2--Art. ll. ad. 2 and eset. 

1s. ad. 2 NOTE: The followimp are ihe words of St. Thomas given in 

response ta an objection inade aust the asking of (iol for determinate 
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We cannot jose sight of the other dispositions of saul which 
were mentiaued previously, such as humility, confidence, aud per- 
severance, but the most iniportant of all is submission te Gacs 
designs, for it points ta a oneness of our will with Hes. Since the 
designs of God are gencraliy hidden froin us, we deonet always 
knew exactly whats, and what is net, guod for our souls. blere is 
where our perfect resigiation comes into play, We mnst he reeds 
to aecept whit Tle sends us. Christ knew exacthy what was cui 
what was not for the salvation of thase for whon He prayer. 
That is why His prayurs were always efficacious, 

This sane thought is expressad in the present artele unidler 
discussion: 


Uhe prayers af others are fulfilled according to this, 
namely, that ther wills are comforrubte to the wilh oof 
Crack. as dk is written in Sacred Seripture (Rom. 8327). 
“And Fle who searelies the hearts, knows what the 
spirit Jesires, pe. (what Fie makes the Saints desire), 
that fle pleads for dhe saints aceotiliig to Gad. i.e. 
according to their conformity to the divine will.4? 


Christ's infallible knowledge af His Father's will extended not 
uuty to Himself, but to every other creature. Herein we see the 
favurs. Frou: the tenar of the objection, the statement of the difficulty at 
hand, and the very nature of the auswer, we can gather St. Thomas’ senti- 
ment. die states the objection thus: “Whoever asks something delernsnate 
ef another, bends, so to speak, the will of Ghat persan to do what he himself 
wants.” Thts is the major propesitions. Ard it is true except int the cases 
where cme asks sametling which he kaows the superier wants to give lett, 
as is the case between us and God, for God wants us to ask for things 
leviching to Gur sabvation. Proccecing then with the minor: ke says, “But, 
we should uot tend to this, namely, that Gol wills what we wil) tut rather 
that we should will what Ife wills, as is sand in a marginal nate of St. 
Augusune’s coniunentary un Psala J2 (Exsultate justi in Domigo)." This 
proposition is also true. But then the conelusion is drawn, “Therefore we 
Ought act ask trom God anything determinate in prayer.” Now this is ialse—~ 
tor it does ant foellaw from the prenuitses. It ts true that we should noi try 
tu bend God's will to fit ours, nor can we -hut—as St. Thamas points out 
in his cesportse, when we ask in the right way, uamely, for things pertaining 
to our salvation, we are asking for what God wants, [mplicitly at least, there 
is resignation ta fis will, and therctore we are really bending our will 
to fit m with Gad's. 
“Sim. Fheol. III, GO. 21, Art. 4- 
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foundation of that periect conroricdty, dar PF willeat analy whaf 
He knew His Father willed. 


1G. TRAPITIONAL TEACHING GF TEE ClUREH 


It has always been the solemn teachmy of the Cliairci orer 
since the early centuries, that Christ hack two walls, one fyuapetecrt 
and one divine, distinet fram one another, yet not at all conlrary 
one ta another, The human will gave ne 
reluctant to obey the divine: but tl wits 
divine, cinntpotent will, Chis was solemnly proposed in the ‘Ulin 
Council of Constantinople, against the false teaching of the 
Monothelite Heretics, who held that there was only one will 
in Christ, ane that, a divine one." 

St. Thomas gives a summary of this traditional deoruine et 
the Fathers and Doctors of (he Church, tu the cightcenth questwin 
of the third part of the Susana Theologica, In the first article 
he shows that there were two perfect wills tu Christ, by reason of 
the fact that besides His Divine Nature, there was also the perfect 
human nature Iie assumed. In the second and third articles he 
shows haw u fallows, then, that besitles moverrents of the hinmnen 
nature as sneh, Cheist had certain tmovemerts of the lower ap- 
petites, some of which seemed to come from the will, and some 
af which actually came from the will, but afl of which were 
obedient toe the supreme couimand of the ravenal faculty. Tn 


resistice, wor wits 1 
. A ; Ws 
rather subject ter Ler 


“DB. 201. “Et duas intturales voluntates in ec, et duas naturaies ope ria- 
tiones indivisc, incenvertibiliter, mseparabiliter, inconfuse, secundum Sane- 
torum Patrumn doctrinam atiaeque praedicamus; et duas naturafes vuluntates 
non contrarias absit, juxta quod imp asscrucrunt haeretica, sed sequentuy 
ejus humangin veluntatem et non resistentern vel reluctarttum, sed pots et 


suhjectam divinae €jus atyque omntpotenti vuntatt” 
NOTE: Sergius, the Patriarch of Constantinuple was 
this sect. Aimoug his noameciate followers were Cyrus, Bishop of Phasicia 
anuk Alexamlria successively, Pyrrhus of Constantinople, and Machartus of 
Antioch. They taught that the Verbym according to the divine nalure was thie 
immediate principle of afl operations a1 Christ, to the exclusion mf all 
aperation on part of the hanve; mature. As a result, accarding to them there 


the Jeaucler of 


was only one power amd one operation, liemee, ouly oue vedstian and one wl], 
which was divine, All acts, thereiore, in Clirtst, were elicited’ by the clivinies. 
The humanity was no more than something passive anc teert, 
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erder to preserve the perfectton due to the human natare, it 
follows dhat Christ must also have bad a free will with perfect 
human liberty, as lsaias said of Hira: “He shall cat butler ane 
honey. that Fle way know fo refuse evil aud to choose the oe 
(Isaias 7:15) (Sed Conutra--Ariicle 4), Ther, in dhe tie tina 
articles, St. Thomas shows very beautifully how Christ's wail] wir 
always in perfect conformity with the will of Pts futher, aril 
that mot even the least contrariety cuuld be found betwee tiv 
twas and this despite the Fact thar from several of Chrsts 
prevers there might suem to have been sume shight variatice. Sb 
Thomas bases his response te the question whether every pirayet 
Of Chaist was Acard, upon ihe doctrine expauridecl in ihese articles. 
Chis dectrine in turn, depends upon his teaching about the iatare 
of Lhe hainan will, 
According to St. Thomas, every perfect frumian nature cuntattts 
aowill of the sense appetite and a well of reason. The will of the 
Senee agipelile, in the strict sense of the term, is not the ration 
Faculty, aor even part of it; but it is the sense appeute. We call 
it ® Wi only in the sense that it participates in the hberly and 
righteousriess of the rational faculty by being obedient to its 
command. dt is really nothing amore than a movenient of the 
lower Sciisé appetite towards something which natural instinct 
sees as good, ar away from something apprehended as harmful.*! 
The wali of reason, or the rational will, is the will in the 
proper sense of the term, the faculty which, aided by the intellect. 
seeks the good. There is only one such faculty in every hima 
nature; ttt there are different acts, and henee various Aspects 
under which we can view that faculty in operation. On this ac- 
count we can speak of mas the will of reason and the will of 
nature?” St. John Damascene uses the term boulesis for the 
frst, and fhefesis for the second.'® The will of nature has as its 
abject, the guod, or, at least, the apparent good, and, considering 
it in isely, without relation to anything else, chooses it and finds 


“Ci. De Sent. HI, Dist. 17, Art. 1, Questiane. 2, Sol Cf Sum. Theol. 
IIT, @. 18, Art. 2. cory. 

*De Sent. If, Bist. 17, Questiune 3, Sal, Art. 1, 

“In El Eh. (¢. 22; G. 94, 943), Cited in De Sent. ITT, Dist. 27, Art. 4, 
Questiune. 3 #1. 
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‘satisfaction in Its possession, unless reasou arrkiiis it 1 some- 


thing higher. The will of reason, though it has the sune abyect, 
cotsiders it not in itself, but in relation to some further goord 
which ultinialely amounts to ihe supreme good, God Winisel. NM 
does not rest i is first obreet as the will of wature dacs, but goes 
from one to another, always from goml le better. incapable: of 
satisfying itself ath it reaches its ultimate end, the perfect good- 
ness of God Himself? St. Thormes says that the ratianal wil as 
reason corresponds with the consequent with of God, because it 
accepts its abject only after consideration af afl the cireumistatces, 
as well as all the relations if bears to ather things: while the 
rational will as nature corresponds with the anlecedent will of God, 
becatise it takes its objert indepondentiy of sach considerations." 
As regards the object willed. st. Fhormas says Unt we speak of 
a thing as being willed absolutely Cstnply, when itis dehierately 
chosen by ihe wilf as reasan; or as being willed sectndusa gid 
when it is chosen because of a certain cireymistunee. This fatter 
implies an act that would be placed if chat circumstances were not 
present. [t is ustrally called a velleity (wluch means a very weak 
will act), and can proceed cither from the rational will as nature, 
or from the sense appetite. The velletty is the imperfect act of 
will, while that proceeding from deliberation is the perfect act. 


li. iN WHAT SENSE WERE CILRIST’S PRAYERS ALWAYS HEARD? 


With the above terminglogy in mind, ter us sec with what type 
of will St. Thomas maunains that Christ prayed when THis prayers 
were efficaciaus. 

Ix his article om this question he first proposes as a possiblity, 
the will of the Sense appetite tagether with the rational will as 
nature, He excludes these two at once from further consideration, 
because by acts such as proceed from them, we do not will a thing 
absolutely or in the perfect way, but we rather wall it seeustdian 
guid, ie., only in the event that reason does not urge us un to a 


TOR De Sent. lec, crt. Sol, 3, ad FE, alsa Sum. Theol. LIE, @. t8, Art. 3 
and 5. 

“Ct Sum. Thee). I, O. 19, Art. 6, ack 1; also De Sent. LIT, Dist. 17, Art. 
3, Sol. 4 acl 2. NOTE: This distincttan is net to be understood as existing 
in Ged's wili, hut oty in the objects willed, as St. Thomas hituself points out, 
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more perfeet object. In other words, we would choose it and 
rest tn if, but our rational will as reason prevents us From stopping 
at such a worthless objeet.*" Jf Christ, therefore, prayed wrth 
such a with those prayers were not always efficacious, because 
they were notin strict conformity with Grod’s will.*" Sach acts are, 
according to St. Thomiis™ rather vetteittes, mere fattcies, or shght 
wishes. Such things as were the objects of prayers coming [ram 
these velleittes, did not confurm tu God's will at alt times. TTeuce 
Christ coutd not have always reveived them frons His Father, ant 
did not really pray fer thew in the true sense of the word. Pls 
rational will as mature could not have satisfied itself with such 
objects, for it never moved to an object as an cud in itself unless 
Ciod hacl wriled ¢het abject. 

Flaving climipated these two considerations of the intperfeet 
type of will act, St. Thomas proceeds at once ia the perfect type. 
which as explained above, is an act coming from the rational 
facully as reasou, perfectly ordained to its end. He speaks of it 
here as the absolute will of Christ. Viewing this alone, he draws 
his conclusion for the whole article. “Because Christ by this will, 
willed nothing but what He knew Ifis Father willed, therefore, 
every absolute will of Christ, even huinan will, was fulfilled, be- 
cause it was In conformity to God’s will; and consequently every 
prayer of Christ was heared.’**? 


“De Sent. IZ, Dist. 17, Art. 2, Questiunc. 1, Sol. 

“Sum. Theol. TEE, OQ. 24, Art. 4, Carp. “Voluntas autem simpliciter 
hominis est ratioms voluntas; hec coim ahsolute velumus quod secundum 
deliberatum) rationem volumus. Illeud autem quexl vclumus secundum mutum 
sensualitatis, vel ctiam secundum motum yoluntatis simplicis quae consideratur 
ut hatura, non stmpliciter volutus, sed secundum «uid; scilicet, si aliud mun 
obsistat, quod dlehberattonem rationis jayenitur,’' 

“Sum. Theat. toc. cit. “Unde talis voluntas magis est dicenda vellcitas 
quam abseluta valuntas, quia seilicet, home huc vellet si aliad non obsisteret.” 

“De Sent. Wf, Dist. 17, Art. 2, Questiane. 1, Sol. “Patet igitur quod 
veluntas ut matura imperiecte vult aliquid. ct sub conditione, nist feratuy in 
ipsunl sicut in furem.--His visis, potest patere qualiter yoluntas rations, 
divinae valuntati in Cheviste confurmatur io volito; guia voluntas ut nature 
humguam in Christo movebatur in aliquid sicut in fuem, nisi quod Deus yult." 

Sum. Theol FLL @Q. 2), Art. 4; “Secundum autem vealuntatem raticanis 
Christi, nihil ahud voluit nisi quad scivit Deum veHe; et iden omnis absoluta 
voluntus Christi ctiam humana, fuit mnplcta, quia fuit Deo conformis: et 
per cousequcus oninis cpus oralio fuit exaudita.” 
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In his commentary on the third Boek of Seutenecs, si, Thomas 
states the sarne conclusion, but there he explains more clearly 
what he means by Christ's wring absclutely; namely, Chrtst’s 
praying with the intention of cbhtaining what be prayed For. The 
erm “Gintention” denates the ordination ly reasou that was men- 
tioned above. Thus in this place he more clearly distinguished the 
rational will as reason fron the inere velleily, in wiéiieh Christ 
would not really pray with the ipiertion of obtaining what fe 
asked, ** 

We, therefore, cami to the answer of our questent rezardiag 
the efficacy of Christ's prayers, auc ntusl say with SC Phos 
that every prayer of Christ, proceeding from that perfect type of 
will was ¢fficacious, Pron the nature of St. Thowias’s respotse, tt 
would seen that we cannot make the categorie! statement “every 
prayer of Christ was heared and answered wethouwt evekiag the 
proper qualification, natnely, every prayer “proceesling Front [his 
rational will as reason,” which is the absoluic will, 

It is necessary te mention here that the Angee Dactor dees 
call the expresstons of those imperfeet will acts “prayers.” They 
are not, however, prayers in the strict sense of the term, but only 
ina broad and imperfect sense. Ffe shows that he considers only 
expressions of the radon will as reasun to be true prayers, by 
the nature of the response in the article under discussion in the 
Summa (Art. 4). After the fine distinction between the various 
will acts, he ends by saying: “Therefore, every prayer of Christ 
was heard,” referring to the absolute will. 

But the words quoted nttghi scem to contradict what was just 
said about a categarical answer to the question, It can, however, 
be shown that St. Thomas at least mentions these expresstons of 
imperfect wills as prayers. Iu his conclusion (a the fourth question 
ia the third buok of Seutences { Dist. 17, article 3) he says: “And 
because of this, His prayers of this kind (Le., of the sense appe- 
tite and those of the will as nature where there was no real in- 
tention af being heard) were not always heard.’** En the third 
A Bp Sem. ILE, Dist. 17, Art. 3, Sol. 4) “Otwis oratio quam Cliristus 


obtulit hac tatewlione ut ipsam daupetraret, fult exaudina.” Ct. alsa’ Cotment. 


itt Hebr. 5; 7. 
"Me Sent. LIT, O. 4, Dist. 17, Art. 3; “Et propter boc hujusmodi orationes 


not: fucrunt exauditae,” 
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part of the Susi, the second article of the 2]st question he says: 
“In this far Christ prayed acvording to His lower appetite, namely. 
tas far as Tiss prayer expressed the aifectton of that appetite." 
Ir the sane question of the Summa are found several aiher rer- 
erences to the same expression Of the serise appetite as prayer? 
in the hght of these texts ois difficult te see how anyone ecensdel 
say that St. Thomas did not attribute at least sarme conection 
with prayer to these other expressions, 
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12. POINT OF DISPUTE AMONG TIIEOLOGIANS 


i 


Among the imany theologians who considered this cprestion, 
varied answers are Found to the question whether Christ's paver 
was always heard, in general, however, they fall iata two cale- 
gories: one tiatntaining that CReist was always hearel; the other, 
that He was uot. Among those who hald without distinction the 
opinion that Christ's prayer was always heard are Cajetan, Vas- 
quez, Becanus, Arauxa, and Thomassinus. Among thease whe lold 
the other view are: Alexander of Hales, Richard of St. Victor, 
Bonaventure, Albert the Great, Durandus, Suarez, Sylvius, A!l- 
varez, Cabrera, Lorca, Castillo, Salmanticenses, Janssens, Schwalin. 
Altistodorensis, Garrigou f.a Grange, The difference of opinion 
in this matter secms to hinge upon the conclusion of St. “Phormas 
in the Sunvnae Pheologica. Because of its seemingly categoricil 
nature— ‘consequently every prayer of Christ was heard”—those 
of the first view contend that St. Thomas admitted no other ex- 
pression of the will as prayer, and maintain that every unfulflled 
manifestation of Christ’s will was not prayer. Those of the other 
view contend that tt ts not the nature of prayer ta be always 
heard. They admit, consequently, that those other expressions af 
nore mmiperfect will acts arc, at least in some sense, prayers, and 
were considered so by St. Thomas himself. Such prayers, there- 
fare, arising from the wiff of the sense appetite and the rational 
will as nature were not always heard. 

There is no great waportanee to the dispute. In fact, tn the 


Sum. Theol, IIT, O. 21, Art. 2; “Ht securcum hoc Christus oravit secun- 
dum sensualitatern, imyuantum scilivet ovatio epus exprimebat sensualttatis 
affectum, taniquam sensualtatis advacata.” 

“Cy, Act. 4, corp. and Art. 4, ud 1 and ad 4. 


fhe &fficacy af Christ's f’rayer me | 
final analysis, it all amounts to this: whenever Christ prayed in 
..the strict sense of the tenu, Tlis prayer was heard, becattse the 
will whence that prayer proceeded Wis always in) perfect con- 
formity with the will of God. Aff wauld admit this. Mut the next 
step brings the variation vf opinion. fs there stich a thing as 
prayer in the broad sense? Js it praper to call the capressiuns af 
those lower types of will-act prayers it any seuse al all? An 
answer in the negative forces the cenclusion that Clieist’s prayers 
were always heard, An answer in the affirmative demands a cdts- 
tinction; sometimes Tis prayers were lieard, sormetivies nat. Prom 
the citations given abuye*™ Ww seeine vleac enaugh Unak (he Sugelie 
Doctor would hitnself favar the sccond way of shiging the maticr. 
His conclusion im dhe fourth avuecle of the Sraaia is wet wholly 
categorical, but clearly refers back lo the istnetions ceide be tocc- 
hand. We could hardly wnagine him riakeig preparatery distine- 
tions and disregarding them in bis cancluston, Therm tao, Its 
explicit reference to other manifestations of will as prayers scents 
to he sufficient proof that St. Thomas would rather be classifed 
with the second entegory of Theeloginns who answer the questtoi 
with a distinction. 


13. PARTICULAR PRAYERS-~-CHRIST’S PRAYER IN TIE GARDEN | 
EXPLANATION ACCORDING TO THE MIND OF ST. PFHOMAS, 


Consideration must now be given toa few difficuliies that seen 
Io argue against our thesis for the efficacy of Christ’s prayers. 
St. Thomas treats then ene by one in the objections at the be- 
vinning of the article, in which he embaucies at one and the sare 
time a consideration of the particular prayers of our Savior. The 
first one that he considers is the familiar prayer of Jesus in the 
garden of Gethsemani, where Jesus, prostrate on the ground, wats 
awaiting the terrible moment of Hts capture. In deep aguny He 
prayed: “Father, rf it is possible, fer this cup pass cwway Trom Me, 
yet nat as To will, but as Thou willest”? (Matt. 26:39). Our Lord, 
therefore, asked thitt the cup of suffering be taken from: [inn, that 
He be released rom the terrible ordeal of the crucifixion, From 

fe Sent. (fF, Dist. 17, (. 4, Ast. $: Sum. Cheol. Hi, G. 21, Art. 2. 
Art. 3, Art. 4 acl 1 ane 4, 
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this it Would seem, as St. Thomas says, that His prayers were not 
always heard; for the suffering as a miatler of fact was aot re- 
moved, jesus had to suber despae iis prayer, 

Ln light of the above explanations of the various wills in Christ, 
the answer to the difficulty is at once apparent. The words where- 
by Christ asked Llis Father to deliver Hin: from the ordeal of 
suffering unto death, cid not fomu a prayer that came fron: the 
vational will as reason, but a prayer onty in the broad sense of the 
term, which was nothing nore than a manifestation of the will of 
Christ's lower appetite and [lis rational will as nature. Wher 
praying in this manner, Christ did not really have the intention 
of being heard and of obtaining that request. He simply wanted 
to teach us that He was truly man, with a nature exactly tike ours 
that would naturally recoil) from sttch terrible suffering." But 
Wi) interpreting these words one tnust bear in mune this iitportant 
hing, namely, that they are not to be considered independently of 
the jast part of the prayer in which Christ satd: “Yet not as / 
will, but as Thou willest.” The first part was not meant absolutely, 
but was conditioned on the lust part, which gave perfection to His 
eniire prayer, and ordained it to Gad’s holy purposes. Christ's 
Arst intention was to fulfill His Father's wishes, according to thre 
words of the Messianic Psalm 39; vs. 9: “In the head of the book 
it is written of Me that I should do Thy will; O My Gad I have 
desired it, and Thy law in the midst of My heart.’’* 

With the horrors of death immediately present to Him in all 
the vividness of reality, Christ's lower appetite, just as that of 
any human being, felt a sense of repulston, and moved naturally 
away from such a thing. This movement in ttself was not a prayer 
in any sense of the word, as St. Thomas remarks, “for the sense 
appetite cannot raise itself to God. nor is it an aet of ordination 


* Cf. Sum. Theol, HI. ©. 2}, Ari. 4 ad 1; “Ratio quae petitionem proposuit, 
rlebat wut hoc impleretur; sed ad instructionem nostram volebat demenustrare 
nobis suam voluntatern naturalem et mutom sensualitatis, quem sicut home 
habebat." 

WOR Sum. Thee), ITY, Q. 47, Art. 2, ad 2; “Nam ipsa passio et mers 
secundun se consilerata, naturali veluitate repugnabat; volehat tamen 
Christus Dei voluntatetn circa hoe tmplere, secundum illud Ps. 39, vs. 9, ‘UT 
facerem voluitatem tuam, Beus meus valu” Unde dicehat; “Si non patesr 
transive a ime ealix iste nisi bibam iHum, fat voluntas twa’” (Matt, 26; 42). 
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by reason," both af which are necessary lo comsttule a prayer. 
Even though the Psalavist exclaimed prophetically ta vhe wune of 
Christ: “My heart ancl My fesh Rave vejoieed iit the living (jee 
(Ps. 83, vs. 3), this Joes not mean thar whe sense appetite raiscs 
self to Gad, but simply shows the influence of ihe hear! Guin} 
on the flush, seeing that the sense appedte follows the ioveient 
of the rational appetite." Again, the Tact tat the sense appulils 
was united to Christ in His person, does not mean irat $f coukil 
raise itself to God in prayer; far as St. Phomis says tsat itnian yn 
person pertains to every part of the human nature, wheres the 
raising of the mind belongs only te the intellect and mot to the 
sense appetite.’ Bestdes the hurrors of death, there were these of 
sin, which, even mere Shan the athers, caused feat and repulatun ie 
the nature of Christ. His will of nature spontaneeusiv recoiled, 
But Seered Scripture says that Cheist prayed: “Amdt geang for- 
ward a little, Efe fed om Flis face amd prayed” (Math 26 ja}. 
Therefore, we are foreed ta say that im soue way or dther there 
must have been an erdaining of thal act by reason, so as te bring 
it into the reahn of prayer. And this ix exactly what happened im 
gar Savior. The last part of Ulis prayer makes it evident that the 
movement of Flis sense appelite was praposed and made manifest 
and ordained by [tis reason for the purpose af instructing us in 
the reality of His lruman nature? Si. Thomas in this place says: 


“Sum. Theol. (11, Q. 2), Art. 2. Corp. “Grare secundum sensvalitaten 
potest tntelling dueliciter. Cine made ste, quadt ipsa aratio sift actus seit 
suatitatis; eb hiec aiwelo Clivistus secundum ccnsualitatent nent aravit: quia 
CPUs serrsualitas cjusdum paturac ct soechd fuer in Cleriste ef ag utes. En 
vohis autenn nan potest suensualitas erace thupitea gations. Primi quidem quia 
motus setiswalitatis nan potest semsihilie {rauscendere; et Hee aa potest in 
Deum ascundere; quent requrritur act oratioment, Secumle quia oratia anpartat 
quatadam oruisattonent; preat, scilieet, aliquis desicerat aliquid quasi a Deo 
imptendum; ct tec est selius rafenis.” 

“Sura. Theat. loc. cit. ad 1; “Caro exuttat in Deum vivum non per actuim 
ears asceudentem a Deum, sed per redundantian: 2 cotde in carne, in- 
quantunt appetitus scnsitivus sequikay motus appetatus rationals.” 

“Sun Vheok loc. cit. ad 3; “unio in persona est secuadum esse personaly 
quod pertinet ad quamlihet partem kumanae naturac: sed uscensiy rations 
est per actin qui non contmentt nisi ration: Cul ttickum est $12 carp, art. }- 
Lingle nem est similis cratic." 

“sum Theol. loc cti. ad 1; cf, also Fil, QQ. 19, Art. 2, Cory; in this 
Place St. Thewas says: “In the man Jesus CAprise there was no mavatent of 
the sensitive appetite that was nel ordamed by reason.” 
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“Christ willed tu demonstrate to ws Tis natural will” Vhis show 
Clearly that he considered the words under dtscussion a priiyer. 
at feast m the Lread and imperfect sense. 

‘This same ductrine is found in the second article of ins 
Lwenty-first question, where the question is proposed whether 
Christ really prayed according to His sete appetite, St. Dhausuas 
answers in the affrinative, not however, in che sense that the prayer 
itself was au act of the sense appetite, which fs inpessille Fur 
reasons stated above, but in the sense that the prayer was 4 
nialiiesbation ty Gol of the movement of His sense appetite” 

By what faculty was the movement in Christ made matites: > 
St. Thomas says simply: “Reason mauifested it. Certaiiuly, 
thercfure, it was an act of the rational with But was that thie 
ratroriait wil as nature or as reason? dere again we mst have re- 
cotitse Lo the distinction which St. Thomas makes in the body of 
the fourth article, and which we explained above, It was partly of 
nature and partly of reason; but owing to the infinite sanctity of 
Christ, reason dominated; nor was it possible for His will as 
nature ever completely to satisfy itself, unless its object were 
exactly the same as that of the witl as reason. St. Thomas would 
say, then, that Christ willed that the chalice pass from Him not 
absolutely but secundum guid. in other words, His will as 
nature would have wtlled it absolutely, if reason had not pre- 
yented such an act, and brought il info conformity with God's will. 
tT. was therefore by His rational will as nature that He willed not 
to die, That same rationas will cven manifested the natural horror 
of death; for it was a prayer, it imust be remembered, at least 
in a broad sense, and hence an act of reason. But the rational wil! 
as reason atsa shared m the very manifestation, and ordained it 
to God's greater glory." Thus we can attribute that act parily to 


“Sum, Theol. foc. cit. corp; “Alto modo potest dics aliquis orare secundum 
sensualitatem: quta scilicet ejus oratio orando Deo proponit quod est in 
appetilu sensualitatis ipstus; ef secundum hee, Christus oravit secundum 
sensualitatern, myuantum scilicet, oratto cjus exprimehat sensualitatis affec- 
lum, tamiquam sensualitatts advocata.”’ 

“Sum. Theol. fuc. cit. ad f. 

™St Thomas notes this in his commentary on St. Paul's epistle to the 
Hebrews (Chap. 5, vs. 7). "Ipse autem secundum) appetiturnm sensualitatis et 
secundum voluntatem inyuantuni est quidam appetitus naturalis, refugichat 
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nature and partly to reason." 

The influence of Lis reason over the lower faculties was brought 
out by Christ, when [fe wttered the last part at His prayer: et 
not as I will, but as Thou witlest.” Here was lis mest perfect wil 
(the rattonal faculty as reason} ur perfest coufermity with dis 
Father's will, This wilh woutd uot and could ect hive allowed the 
rest in its chaiee, but 


rs 


qaiurtl nuputse of the sense ippetite tu 
ordained it Wo the perfect end, the aceetuiplisfing of Crad’= holy 
wil, which for Christ raeant the enduring oF suifering inia earn 
for the sins Of men. lt was this sentimentr that dominated the ent 
tire prayer. The first part couks not have: beus said: independently 
of this, for ouly in this light cuuki Use scoring contrartery to GeKl’s 
wi be explained, ‘“Plits samtiniee made the frst ulleranee a 
ordination OF reason, and hence a praver, 

lt must always be borne in mime that te gae sense C|rrist did 
actually with something thar wis uet in conformity with {his 
Father’s will. We willed not to abe. whereas Lis Father wilted vhae 
He die. But this, Ife did not will absolutely and perfectly, but 
only secundunt quid at: the condition that Tis Father willect not 
otherwise. This was only a manifestation of Christ's will as nature, 
hence it was att act of will in an unpericet way, and in no sense an 
act contrary to the divine will." ft shoutd also be remembered 
that the very operations of these lower wills in Christ was God's 
holy will, and also Christ's, in its mist perfect form?" 


mortem, Et quautuu: ad hoe orahat, ut ostuenderct se verum hanminen: Sed 
voluitale cansequente: ratvionem dchberatarn, volebat mori Unele  dicit: 
“yeTinntanich ven sicut equ woalo, sed sicut tual” 

“Pe Sent. ITI, Dist. 17, Art. 2, Soto); “Voluutas ut natura, mota im 
aliguid sicut in finem— ued quidem tad eocten inoito se babet in benitate et 
malitia secundum se censideratum et in ordine ad fncem—non conformabatur 
divinac votuniati in voltto; quia sic Christus volebat non pati, Deus autem 
mori cum volehat: mors autem secunttun sv mala erat, sed relata ad ftnem, 
bua. Hoc autem, ut dictum est, inn est perfecie velle aliquid. sed sub 
conlitione ; unde et a magistris vellenas aypctlatur.” 

™ De Sent. III, Dist. 17, Art. 2, Sel. 1; alse Star. Theol. ILI, @. 18, Art, 6. 

“Sun. Thecl. (F1, 0. 18, Art. 6 Corp. and Resp. ach li “Placetit enim 
Christa secundum yoluntatemn divinam, et ctlam secundam voluntatem: rationts, 
ut voluntas inmturalis in tpse, et yehuntas sensualitatis sccunduin ordinem 
aac natutae moverettur, Unde patet quod in Christo nulla furt repugnantia 
yel centrarictas voluntatum.—Hoc ipso quod afiqua voluntas funtana in 
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Tt was God's will, therefore, that Christ utter such a prayer 
in the garden before suffering. Deeper stil St. Thomas scareties, 
sugyesting the very reasons in the mind of God for such a praver. 
This point was hinted af above in mentiontng that it was fur our 
instruction. But St Thomas explains fully what the prayer beaches 
us: namely, that Christ had assumed a true human nature with ail 
tts natural affeettoms; that aceurding to the uatural affections vin 
can Jawfully will somethmg that God does nut will; that neat mist 
subject his own will to the divine.7! 


14. (NYERPRETATION OF THE FATIIERS 


This prayer of Christ in the garden has formed the subject of 
much comment froin the earliest times. Ti was a point of allact 
for many of the herettes. Consequently the Pathers refer to i 
often, giving various explanations of its apparent dtficulties. 

ot. dtdary says that when Christ prayed thai the chalice pass 
from Hin, He did not ask that it be passed over without [fis 
drinking it, but that Jle drink it and let it be passed on to others 
who were to suffer affer Him in J1lts name, Thus Tle really prayed 
that these others, His followers, might afier Him, bravely «rink 
the chahce of suffering without the diffidence of hope, without the 
sense of grief, and without the fear of death. 

St. Jerome thought that by ‘‘chalice” or “cup” our Lord meant 
the sin of the Jews in causing His death. In the light of this ex- 
planation Elis prayer would have been somewhat like this: “T pray, 
© Father, that [ may not suffer at the hands of the Jews, my kins- 
men. For m killing Me they commit a most awful crime and will 
be punished ost severely in hell.’’?# 


Christo aliud volebat yuam ejus voluntas divina, procedebat ex ipsa yolun- 
tate diving, cujus beneplacito natura ttumana motihus propritis moyebatur in 
Christo, ut Damascenus dicit.”” Orth, Fid. lib. [1], cap. 15 a med. et cap. 
if €P.C. 84, pp. 1059-1060 and PG. 94, p. 1079}. 

* Sim. Theel. ITT, ©. 217, Art. 2, Corp; “Et hoc ut nos de tribus ir 
strucret; prima quidem ul ostendrret sc veraim nalitram suscetptsse cunt 
ounnihas iaturaltbus affectthus; secuade ut astenderet quod homini hicet secun- 
dum naturatens affectuin aliquid velle qued Deus mon vull; tertio ut oster: 
deret qt proprium affectum debet home divinae voluutatt subjacere." 

“PLL. 9, pp. 1068-1069. 

7 PL. 26, p. lO&—Inierpretation of Cornelius a Lapide in Matt. 26, p. 207, 
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St. Dionysius of Alexandria takes note of the transferring of 
the chalice and says that a asking for Urs, Christ did not ask 
for the entire removal of a: For at could moat be spoken of as 
transterred, if it had not at feast been touched, Aud so He prayed 
simply that the bitter chalice which had already lightly tatchee! 
Him: be taken away shority," 

Most ot the Fathers who commented cm this prayer of our Lard 
agree im general in Maintaining drat the first part of il, in which 
He asks for deliverance of the chalice of suffering, was nothing 
more than an expression oF same kind of uatural will, Tere is 
what St. John Dainascene says: 


In as far as Tle ts Gad, We has the sine will as the 
Pather; whtle inasmuch as Die is cit. fle raanifests the 
nattural wth af ainitakind, Por at is this that naturally 
seeks escape trout deuih,* 


And St. John Chrysastean says: 


He docs not say: "Father if Thou willest” as though not 
knowing whether it pleased the Father or mot—sinee 
therefure, that which was about ta take place was almost 
incredible, first Tie sent the prophets to announce it, 
then He Himself coming elothed im the flesh, that Tie 
might net be thought to be a phanulom,—permitted Tis 
flesh to sustain the natural defects, lo hunger, to thirst, 
to sleep, to labor, to be affected and to he troubled; 
for this reason also, He recoiled in the Face of death, 
showing us Flis true humantty.7° 


Tt is this common view of the Fathers that St. Thomas adopted 


as Flis own,” 
With the mention of these early Fathers, it might be well to 
consider ane of the reflections of St. Augustine on the words “If 


“PG. 1, p. 1590. 

™ yee Fide Orth, Bk. 3, cap, 24-—P-G. 94, p. 1001, 

“EC. $1, 3l ss; also PG. 58, p. 747. 

™ Bestules tlhaase quoted ahnove, St. Thomas also nentions others wits taighit 
the trivelttustual Interpretation. “Among these are St. Ambrose, Origen, St. 
Augustine, who are mentioned in the Summa Theofagica. In atker com- 
tnentaries he mentions St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Athanasius, St. Bede and 


St. leo the Great. (Commentary of the Gospels.) 
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it is possible” (Mark 14533; Mau. [6;39). Do not these words. Al 
first hearing seum ta imply thal our Lord was doultfil about ie 
diving oninipotence? St. Augustine says absoltiely “no. “Cris! 
did not say, he remarks,” ifthe Father is able to de it’ fa facees 
posset}, out ‘if it could be done’ (st fleré posyet).°—and certains 
everyUtiuy that thie Pather wills can be dane. Christ save “it 
could be clune’ tae be meant in such a sense as though fle fiw 
said “it Fle, the Father, shoukl wit tt.” Phen Si. Augustine wearii> 
us not ta loal up this as a liniiéation OF the Father's powers for 
the same Christ, in the same breath prayed: “Abba, Parher, alt 
things are possible tu Thee (Mark 14:36). Christ, therefure. 
knew thai tl was possible for Bis Iither to remove the cup of 
suifering ff stich had been tis holy woll.7* 

‘There is, however, a further difficulty. Pf we take these words. 
as St. Augustine says, i the softened tone “if it so pleased bin.” 
or “if Fle should will it,” does it not then scem that Christ wie 
at least ignorant of the will of His father? St. John Chrysestasii 
answers: “Efe does not say S# ves CF Thou willest} as though 
He were ignorant of whether it was pleasing to the Father ov 
not... for Fle alone knew the Father perfectly as St. fon says 
(10;15) ‘Even as the Father knows Me and I know the Father. 
but He says it to show the reality of His human nature.’** 

ft may be asked further whether this prayer in the gardey 
passtbly manifested weakness in Christ our Lord in as far as He 
wanted to escape the sulfcring. True, it showed His human nature 
with its natural detects, which Fle willingly assumed; but the fe/ 
makes st clear that reason was in perfect conformity with God's 
will, The heretic Arius had accused Christ of such weakness. St. 


ee gee 


™ Augustine Comment. mn Mark 14—Quoted in Catena Aurea P.L. 34. 
p. 1165. Medina cites this sane dithicuity in commeniing on the fourth article 
af St. Thomas, concluding tn like matner that there was no room far hesi- 
tation ar doubt on part of our Savior as ta the power of His Father, 

* Chrys. Cotuucnt. in Luke 2'—Catena Aurea, Cap. 22, #11. Medina 
says that Christ utterecl the words in question (st vis) fo give us a form of 
proposing our will to God in urayer; alsa to show us that we should ask 
for tenipural goods nut absolutely, but conditionafly. (Same cotumentary on 
St. Thomas Sum, Theol Art. 43 St. Dionysius of Alex. says: “The ‘si vis’ 
was a sign of subjection and docility of our Savior, not a sign of ignorance 


ar doubt.” P.G. 10, p. 1500, 
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Hilary, however, inveighed mast vehemenily agninal iy such Telerik, 
maintaining that there wes alsvlutely ao sigu of weakness in 
Christ. He speaks of Aris in the follawing terms: 


But perhaps He (Christ} may be thought tu have feared 
to the extent fhat We praved that the cup ainight| be re- 
moved from Him. “Abba, Father, all trings are possibly 
to Thee; ranuve vhis cup From Me™ (Mark 14 3G). To 
take the narrowest ground of argument, uight yuu rol 
have refuted for jourself this dul imipiely by your 
own reading GF the words, “Put tp thy swerd into its 
sheath; the cup which My lather hath given Me, shal 
{not drink a’ (Iu. PS511)? Ttaw could fear ineekutee 
Ann to pray for the reneval of that which in ilis zeal 
for the divine pkur Gle was hastening te Fulalke Ca 
say fle shrank fram the suffermpy Ele desired is unt 
consistent, Yoru erat Ut ie suttered wilhugly., Would 
iE net be ruere reverent to confess that you had nis- 
understood thig passayve, than te rush with Dktspheicseas 
and headlong fotty to rhe assertion that Fhe prayed to 
escape sufering, though yeu allow that dle saffered 
willingly 2°" 


_In this passage St. Elilary referred to the entire prayer of aur 
Savior as perfectly ordained by reason to the higher ends. 


15. EXEGETES OF SACBED SCRIPTURE 


Among the noteworthy cxegutes of Sacred Scripture, just as 
among the Futhers, the common interpretation of this prayer of 
Christ in the garden seems to be substuntially the sani as that 
recorded by St. Thomas. They attribute the cry of nature for re- 
lease from suffering to a lower will, and the ery of resignation te 
the higher and periect will. 

Maldonatus asks whether Christ in the first part af the prayer 
didn’t really will something coutrary to the dive will, anid there- 
by cormait sin? It would seem so, for St. Augustine defines sin as 
a “word, a deed, or a desire against the will of Gad.“! But then 
the author explains, that even we de not sin every time we will 


“De Trinitate Bk. X, Cap. i, PL. 10, gp. 368-364, 
m'it, Aug. 1. 22. conten Faustum, c. 27, 
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something contrary ta God's wilt, but only when we will, say, er de 
something that is against God's will perfectly known to us and 
perceived by us. We do not stn when we pray that our parents lve 
long, and remitin in good health, even though God might will thai 
they dte soon: for God's will is not kuiown to us, Christ, fewever, 
knew God’s will perfectly. Still we cannot accuse } Hin of suas far 
samletines even we will something against God's known wall with- 
atti sin. For example, if one’s father is ckead, oe does met sim hy 
wishing that he were afive. although such a wish is cyan Festly 
against God's will, Now, suimewhat in the same way. Christ's prayer 
far the removal af the chalice, even though Ile knew t was cf 
precepl, was nol sinful, for, says Maldonatus, “this will by which 
Fle shrank from death, was net the full and perfect will, butt a- 
theokugtans say, the condtttanal,’s? 

Cormchus a Lapidé explains Chirist’s words in a still clearer 
way, Ustug practically the same terminology as St. Thomas, (cn 
menting on the words found in St. Matthew (26:39) he says: 


Absolutely this was possible (that the cup be removed), 
but it was impossible aceording to God’s decree that 
nian was te be redeemed by Christ’s death. Christ knew 
this, and therefore did not wish for it absolutely, and 
asks for nothing contrary to His own and the Father's 
will, Kut He merely exercises His natural shrinking 
from death, His ineffectual and conditioned witl, and 
yet freely submitted hitnself to the contrary will of Gott, 
that He should dic.™* 


Ee 


“ Maldonatus Cumient, in Matt. cap. 26, vs. 39, p. 418. 

“ Comment. ta Matt. po. 208-209, Shortly after the above words, the re- 
1owued camimentator makes the following note: Though the human will 
Was in itscht one, yet in tts power and action it was bwafuld, the one natural, 
with which tt shrank from death; the other rational and free, with which 
fle subjected Hiinself ta the wijl of Gud-—And accordingly, the natural 
will of Christ was conditional and of no avail, because it wished to escape 
death only under the condittan that it pleased God. But His satienal will 
wis alisolute and effectual, because He embraced death for the same reason 
that Gurl willed jt, that ts, for man's redemption. But the natural wilt of 
Christ seenieel mmatesially contrary te the chvine will. Bat by the rule oi 
suborcinatica: it was conturmabke to it, as suffering itselr to be guided hy 
the rational wikl, and thus by ¢he divine will; and on the other hail the will 
of Gud, as well as the ratiqual wifl of Christ. wishes on deliberate and just 
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16. THEOLOGIANS 


On this matter of the prayer of Christ in the garden, theo- 
logtans are practically of the same opinion as St. Thomas. They 
treat the matter from the slandpectmnt of the two wills in Gur Savior, 
and practically all of them are agreed an the necessity of a His 
linction between the rational will as reason and the rational will 
as nature. Since such is the commen opinion, we need speak only 
of those few who might cast new light on the quesitun tn ony wey 
or other, 

St. Bonaventure niaintains that we cannot call the fest yart 
of Christ’s prayer purely of reasem, nor cin we attvitute iW cn- 
rely to the sense appetite. EL is partly of ony itd partly of the 
other, The movement of the Jower appetite, he clams, was the 
Material of the prayer, while the ordination by reesar wits the Foriy 
which pave it the charncter of a prayer in the real sense, In the 
last analysis, Christ prayed mare for us than for Plnaself. St. 
Bonaventure, therefore, stresscs the part played: by reaseu.! 

Vasquez adinits only one kind of prayer ui Christ, that COU 
from His absolute and effeacious will. ‘Phe others, which we spoke 
of as prayers in a broad sense, he docs not ufinit as prayers at all. 
According to hin they are nothing more than the simple proposing 
of inefficacious desires. To be prayer, he says, they mist be useful 
to some extent in obtaining Uicir request. In applying this icach- 
ing to the prayer in the garden, he does not differ substantially 
From other theologians. for he says that Christ did nat ask for 
the removal of the chalice absoluicly, but only in as far as the will 
of the Father would not have stood in the way. He makes it clear 
that the last part of the prayer, the fiat, was the important elornenit. 
which served to unify und complete it as a prayer. 


grounds that His natural will shoul 
both aspects, therefore, was the will of Christ in afl respe 
to the divine, Christ here teaches us, as a moral duty, that our sole remedy tn 
affliction is sulmission ta the divine well, and that in every temptation we 
must betake vurselves to the aid of God, who alone can free us from: them, 


or strengthen us under them, if we sulinit ourselves humbly, reverently 


une Jovingly to biis wail. 
Comment. in TIL Sent. Dist. 17, Art. 2, Q. 3 


©Oe Vasquez, Comment. [itsp. 82, cap. a 


d express this natural tear of ceath, Ta 
cts conformable 
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Suarez draws the same conclusion as the rest of the dicolewiars. 
but stresses very emphatically the point that ali the dower imuve. 
ments of the sease appetite in Christ, were perfectly dourinated 
by the perfect will of reason, and thus ordained to higher encs 
such as our instruction, our salvation, aud ultimately Geel’s loner 
ad glory.s# 

Tt seems to be quite char tran: the foregoing citaGures, that 
fo there in any ditfereuce at all it imterpretatien of this priuver 
amene theologians, i is tor the most part only a differense ul 
words or lerminalogy, net a radical difference jn setutron, Severil 
of the thealogians thanselyes aint thiss? Ibuweser, me sieter 
whi kind the soluttun be. if would be foolish to say that part of 
Khe prayer that proveedad front Christ's sacred [ips was useless, as 
rhe Hussite anct Prinitarian Plereties would have us couche 
Qf course such must be our conclusion if we dake the Gist part af 
Christ's priuyer, and contemplate it muependently both of the see: 
ond part atul of all ordinatton by treason. But it was not intend] 
by Christ va be daat way. lis prayer was net finished until Fe 
had ackded, “Not as T will, but as Thou willest.” In the light of 
this, then, we sce haw reason directed the first part of the prayer 
to higher ends of aur spiritual good. We are not warranted t 
saying that Christ uttered any of these words in yain. 


17. CHRIST'S PRAYER ON THE CROSS 


In the second objection of this fourth article ia the Suze, 
Sst. Thornas speaks of the prayer that Jesus breathed for His ex- 
ecutroners as He hung on the cross of Calvary. Like the prayer in 
the garden, this one has also been much discussed by the Fathers 
and Doctors of the Church. It does not seen necessary, however, 
io examine it as closely as the last, for the dtfiiculty at least in 


“Comment, Disp, 38, Sect. 2, Treating Quest. i#, Art. 6 of Summa. 
“Cf Suarez; Sairnanticenses, loc. cit. 
“The Hussites inaintained that prayer its of no avail at all, because 


everything happens out of necessity. The Trinttarians held that we should 
not pray for a thing which God never willed, or a thing which He willed 
should never or nowhere come to pass, The conclusions of these heretics as 
to Christ's praver is eviderit. To dhem it was absolutely in vain. (Quoted in 
Cajetan’s conmentary---ITI, (2. 21, Act. 4, Note.) 
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part will be found to lic precisely in ihe matter af Christ's two- 


- fold will, Hence with practically the sine prmeipics as were given 
above, we can offer a solution to the objection raised. This much, 


however, we should bear in mind, that in all these matters per- 
taining to the Incarnation aud the imfucuce ef Christ’s divinity 
on His humanity and TIis lamnanty on Wis divinity, we ceme 
eventually to a mystery, which by the holy wisclotir af God wall 
remain veiled to us und) we shall see Him: face wi face. 

The prayer under discussion is expressed in the following 
words of our Savior: “Puther, forgive them, for thew know mot 
what they are doing” (Luke 23.54). Vhe chficulty about the prayer 
is this: Christ prayed that those men iad put dlim an the cross be 
forgiven. We know thal, as a matter of fact, they were nat all far- 
given, far the terrible punishment predicted by Christ (luke 21; 
6-24) came upo many of therm: al feast, whrle they were sdill 
hardened in their sin, [i seeins, therefore, that the heavenly father 
ded not hear and answer this prayer of Flis Sou, and consequently 
that we are not warranted ino concluding that Christ obtained 
everything He asked for in prayer. Sach is the difficulty as St. 
Thomas saw it. 

St. Thomas gives his solution to the diffeulty in the fallowtng 
way. He says simply that Christ did not pray in the strict sense 
for ail Elts executioners, but only for those who were frown all 
eternity predestined by the will of God for eternal life. We must, 
therefore, understand Christ’s words in no other sense than that 
in which He fimself wished them to be understood.*® 

In the commentary arm the third Baok of Sentences, he says that 
Christ prayed for all His exceuttioners and willed all to be saved 
by Flis rational wil] as nature, because it is this will that goes 
gut to its object in itself not considertng its relation to anythimg 
else. This, he says is just ke the anteceilent will in God; but 
in so willing, one is not said to wll simply and absolutely. With 


Sn, Theol. loc. cit. Art. 4, ad 2. “Dicendum est quod Dominus non 


eravit pro omnibus crucifixorthus, neqtc etiam pro omnibus que erant 


eredituri in eum; sed pro his solum qui crant predestinati ut per ipsum vitam 
cansequerentur gzeternam.” St. Thomas commenting on the epistie to the 
Hebrews, 5;7, says in passing: “Item nolebat quod ignosceretur omtuhas, sed 
ithis tantum qui crediderunt, Et mulli postea conversi sunt.” 
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ihe rational will as reason, however, Christ didi nul pray For, vor 
did He will the salvation of all, because this wall goes out to its 
abject considering afl circumstances and ail relations to other 
things. This is like Gad’s consequent will, and by this will Christ 
was said to will skaply and absolutely. Every prayer that prowveded 
from it was heard, and was absolutely efficacious!" Vath this wall 
He prayed ouly for the predestined, 

These words of Sr. Phomas at first seam to rum cestinler ta 
God’s jntinite goodness and sanctity. But there ws uothing at all 
aupainst faith. In faet, it is precisely the Chureh’s doctrine, We 
must understand the position of the Church on predestination, ait 
the terms which St. Thomas used to explain it. 

Christ's human will was in perfect couformity with Ffis drvive 
WHE even in regared to the very objects willed, whenever He willud 
simply and absolutely, furthermore He knew exactly what the will 
ai Fis lather was. Therefore He directed Elis prayers only ws 
those ends which His Father had ordained. The difficulty, aceurdd- 
ingly, coucerns the divine will, Why did God not will that all these 
why took part in Christ's crucifixion be pardoned and spared for 
eternity ? Ih ts the same as the question: Why does not God will 
absolutely that aff men be saved? This is ihe mystery af pre- 
destination. The only answer that we can give is, that God by I1is 
consequent will predestined some to enjoy cternal happiness, anil 
others not, for reasons of His own. Further we cannot go. 

St. Thomas, however, attempts to clarify the matter a little 
by making a distinction between God's will act according to the 
objects which He wits. He says that God wills some things accord- 
ing fo an absohute consideration of their good or evil, wheres 
other thmps Fle wilis considering them with all their peculiar 


“Be Sent. (11, Dist. 17, Are. 3, Sal. 4 ad 2 “Volututas rationis ut natura 
ext de eo qtiod habet tn se banittatem tion cunsiderato ejus ordine ad aliud. 
Unde talis voluntas ta (Christo) fait de salute omnium bhominum, sicut 
voluntas antecedess in Deo; sed secundum hance non simpliciter et absolute 
dicitur aliquid veJle.--Sed yoluntas ut ratio cst de eo quod hubet bonitatem 
eGiam in ordine ac atiud. Et secundum hance voluntatem non yolebat Christus 
gnines salvari, sicut mec Deus voluntate consequente; et secundum hane 
dicttur aliquis simpitciier et absolute velle. Et itkeo oralio Christi quae fut 
secundum hune yvuluntatem fuit exaudita; mon autetn quae furt secundum 
primar.” 


“sr 
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circumstances.” The first he calls the antecedent will, the second 
the corseguent will. This latter corresponds to the absolute and 
simple willing of a thing, the former, to the willing of it secundum 
quid or conditionally. St. Thorsas says that by His antecedent will, 
God wills all men to be saved, in much the same way aso rivbileous 
judge wills tu set free all those browght te him for tral Checause 
they are men Hke himself and he naturally sympathizes with 
thera) ; but still by Hibs consequent wil 1te wills that thase only 
be saved whom Fle by His eternal decrees has predestined to he 
Saved, just as the judge wills to liberate only those who are Foutiat 
INMmocent, Y= 

The salvific will of Christ is expressed by St. Paul in bis fest 
letter to Timothy (2:4): “Who wishes all men to hie saved ane 
16 come to the knowledge of the trath.” This rs as expressiat: of 
Fis antecedent wilh; far by FPdts conseqacnt artth Fle does net will 
that all be saved, but only those whonr the Father Jacl predestined 
for salvation. Aud indeed, Christ Hinisclf sank: “Tb pray far then: 
uot for the world do I pray, but for those whom Thou hast given 
Me, because they are Thine’ Ch Les): 

The Church has always taught that, though Christ wills all men 
to be saved, all are mot actually predestined to elernal life. in 
the condemnation of the errors of Gottschalk and the Predestina- 
tionists, Pope Leo IV solemnly declared thet the “Oimnipoient God 
wills that all men without exception be saved, although all are not 
saved. That some, however, are saved is a gift of the One saving; 
but that same are lost, is the merit of those wha are lost.’ 
Futhermore, the Church expresses her mind on the salyific will of 
Christ by teaching that He died aut only for those whn are pre- 
destined to eterna! life (1D.B. 1096 & 1382), ner alone for the 


—-~we 


* Ci. Sun. Vheal. 7, Q. ¥9. 
"Sum. Fheol. I, Q. 19, Art. 6 


salvari: sed conscquenter vult quesdam dammnar?}, 
“NOTE: St. Thomas took this soluuon irom at. John Daimascene-— 


- “Deus, antecedenter vult omnem hearyiten 
secundin exiperitiam suze 


Justitiae.’ 
De Vide Otho, tab. 11, cap. 28 —P-G. 94, yp. 970, 

"6B GIS: “Deus omnipvtens ammnes hamines sine exctptione 
fieri (1 Vig. 2-4), leet mou omnes safventur. Quexd autem quadurn salvwaritur, 
Salvantis est dontmi; «ued autent qaidam pereunt, pereantiual est meritim,”-- 
This same was alsp taught in the 6th Session of the Council of Teent. 


cap, 2—D.B. 794. 
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faithfal (t294), but tar all men. even though all might uo. re- 
ceive the benchits of the redemption (I.B. 319. 322 ss.. 717b. 
795, 1302, 1380}. 
The same principles hold mothe case of Christ's prayer For 
those who naded Him to the cross. Knowing the Father's will, 
and knowin those whom He had predestined, Christ willed wih a 
coitsequeat and eficaciwus will, that only thase who were pestes- 
tined be pardoned and finally saved, The manifestation oi tive will 
before the Father in heaver was Ais prayer, and ic was alisatutels 
efficacious. The worcl heard from the cross fer all the exccuriarers, 
however, were alt expression of His antecedent wll only, and in 
that far were conctibonal, And yet, like the prayer in the garden 
these words were ordained by the ubsolute will to ihe higher 
purposes of our salvation and ultimately God's honor and ghors. 
{n thts way the expressiow came to the throne af Gad as a perfeot 
priyer, for to the Father it was only the absolute wall thet ap- 
peared; while in the hearing of those who stuocd beueath the cross. 
twas a simple ery of [Hts condittonal and antecedent wiil, 


8. CHRIST'S PRAYERK FOR THOSK WO WERE TO BELIEVE FN HIM 


The same solution holds also for the third objectian proposed 


by the Angelic Doctor. In thts one he cttes the prayer wtiercd by 
fesus at the Last Supper: 


Yet not for these only do I pray. but for those also why 
through their word are to believe in Me; that all may be 
one, even as Thou, Father, m Me and f in Thee; that they 
also may be one m Us, that the world may believe that 
Thou hast sent Me (Jn. 17 :20-21). 


These words procecded not from His consequent will, but fram His 


antecedent will; for we know that all are not “one in Christ,” nai 
even today. Suil before the thrane of God the Father, it was a 
prayer in most porfeet forin, not of the antecedent, but of the con- 
sequent wilh whereby Christ really prayed only for those whom 
He knew were predestined to eternal life. 

One might object and say that here lies a deception. Such 
is not the case. Christ prayed in this way not without reason; for 
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as was already pointed out, He wanted to teach us by fis cxample 
the way of salvation. Besides, He really did wil) that all be saved, 
and He obtained for cach and every persen sufficient grace for 
salvation. Wut lle left them all frecelon af will Gy use or repect i. 
Taking all this iuto consideration, Fis will in the Ist analysis 
could not but pray that what God had cdeternmined from all eternity 
be accomplished in thet. 

In commenting en this prayer of Christ, st. Jobn Chrysostom 
said that Christ uttered the prayer conditionally, i.e, supposing 
the words “if they repent.” By this he teaches that Chast prayed 
in confornttiy to the will of Uhe Father. Those who repented were 
those predestined to clecnal life, and for then atone did Christ 
pray with His ahsohite will, This supposes that Christ by Pts ante- 
cedent will, ic. without that suppased coudlittun af repentiswe, 
sincerely willed and prayed Uiat all the executioners be Targivess.”! 

he saine Father teaches the distinction of wills imuch nore 
clearly in his homily on Se. Paul’s liptstle te the [tphesians. In 
commenting on the words: “We prectestined us to he adopted 
through Jesus Christi, as His sons according Lo the purpose of lis 
will” ¢1;5), he says that here St. Paul speaks of the real will and 
desire of God, the second will (voluntas secunda), or as we sated, 
the consequent will. iy this will God predestined some for heaven. 
There is also the other will which St. Chrysostom calls the “first 
will,” by which God wills that even those who have sinned perish 
not. This is what we called the antecedent will? In another homily 
on the Gospel he says: 


How, therefore, are not all saved, if tle wills all to 
be saved’ Because the wills of all men do not follow 
His will—but Tle does not tufftet force on anyane.”” 


In speaking of the prayer of Our Lord far those who were to 
believe in Flim. St. Augustine says that Christ prayed for all 
whom He redeemed, whether those already in the flesh, or thase 
ta come in the Future. St. Augustine clearly refers to the antecedent 


mf, Catena Aurea, St. Thom., it: lee. cap. 23, vs. 34. 
® Cf Eachr. Patrts. 1202. 
“Cf Enchr. Patris. 1211. 
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will by which God willed all to be saved.®? In this place he does 
nat mention the consequent will: and, yel, considering his leaching 
in other places, it is undoultedly his opinion that fram this will 
proceeded Christ's absolute and cficacious prayer. In a sermon on 
St. Paul's eptatie to the Corinthians (1 Cor. 15322), he says: 


In Christ all will be made to live. Since so many will 
be punished with eternal death, it is said “in Christ 
etc.’ For the reason that whoever receives eternal ffe. 
with receive if only through Christ. Thus the worls 
“God wills all men fo be saved? (f Vim. 2:4) since Ele 
wills that so many be not actuafly saved, have been satel 
with the meaning that thase saved, are not saved tinless 
}ic walls it.’ 


The fact. therefore, that swine of Christ’s cxecuhoners were not 
saved, and uor ali men came to believe in Him, according ja 51. 
Attpustiie, was because the Father had not willed them to he. 
Christ, then, who knew Hts Father's will, prayed with His absalute 
will, that this wall be accomplished, 

Theologians do not give as much consideration to the second 
and third objections as they did to the Arst one about Christ's 
prayer tn the garden, The reason is that all three solutions hinge 
un the saine distinction of wills. Again, they do not differ sub- 
stantially in giving their responses. 

Cajetan points our that the word “alt” in Christ’s prayer did 
not mean “all? in the universal sense, but in the sense that [le 
prayed with an efficacious prayer for “all those to whom the 
Father had willed to give that special grace,’’* 

St. Bonaventure remarks that, while ihe prayer of Christ came 
from Fis absolute will and was only for the predestined, neverthe- 
less, the actual words He uttcred were spoken not preciscly to be 


“Ergo ila aratione pro omnibus quas redemuit, sive tunc in carne viventes, 
sive postea futures, Redemptar muster ovavit (Jn. 17320 Catena Aurea). 
P.L. 35, p. i919, “Sicut autem cx eo quod Patrem pro suts aninibus rogavit, 
hoc fer: volui¢ ut ures voum sil ita ex hoe etlam suo beneficio quad 
ait, ‘claritatem) quam dedisti mihi, dedi eis” td Meri voluit™ (tract. 110), 
P.L, 45, p. 1922. 

“Cy, Enchr. Patrist. 1457. 

“Comment. St. Tham. I11, Q. 21, Art. 4 ad 2 and 3. 
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| -heard and granted by Gud, but rather for our instruction, This 
fatter St. Ronaventure refers to as the “will of devotion” ¢volwtias 


pretatis } 109 


Sylvius confirms the traditional view by various scriptural 


texts ; e.g., by the prayer found ill St. jonn 17:20: "Nat iar the 


worid do I pray, ete.” by the words of St. Parl ty Timothy (1 

Tim. 2319} “The Lord knows who are His,” and by ihe words of 

St. Peter found in the Acts of the Apostles (Acts 2:22 ss); "You 
(men of Israel) have crucificd Jesus of Nazarcth."” Shortly after 
which words, the men were converted and baptized (Acts 2537- 
41) 3 

Father Schwalm, ©.D., in his book Le Christ de prés St, Thomas 
#Aquin, classifies these prayers of Christ for Fis disciples 1a 
those that were entirely effcacions, and those that were efaca- 
cious only in part. The former abtained their effect absovlately, 
but the latter were condidiconed in some way or other, and, white 


“not obtaining full effect, they always obtained sufficient graces 


for the salvation of those persons. Thus the prayer ou the crass 
was efficacious only far those who were actually saved, namely, 
the predestined. This solutios) does not ditter from that of St. 


Thotrnas.?% 

Father Margreth insists that Christ's prayer on the cross cane 
not be understood to have been prayed independently af the 
consideration of man’s freedom of will, and his freedom to ac- 
cept ar reject God's grace 

12. pRAYER OF THE MESSIANIC PSALM 

There is one more prayer considered by St. Thomas; rramely, 
the words of Psalm 21, verse 3: “QO My God, Tf shall ery by day, 
and Thou wilt not hear.” This Psalm, according to sertptural 


exegetes, speaks directly ahout the coming Messiah, whose sufer- 
the: words of 


ings the Psalmist sces in prophetic vision. Jdence, 7 
the Psalm are put into the mouth of Christ Himsell, as tf Fie Him- 
self had said them. The verse quoted, therefore, becomes a prayer 
2,0. 2, ad 3, 4, and 3. 


ad 


wes Pe Sent. Comment. 111, Dist. 17, Art. 
2 Comment. in Summa LU, Q. 21, Art. 4 ad 2, 4, aml 4. 


mp, Cit. page 466 ss. 
my Margreth, op. cit. p. 293. 
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ful cry of our Savtor, Now, rf Christ prays: SP shall ery, inc 
Thou wilt not hear,” it would seem thai His prayer was nit always 
hearc. 

The prayer mentioned here ts a prayer that Christ uttered 
while dying in desalation on the cross. According to the traditianat 
explanation, Christ ja Hts last moments recited Psalny 21, as 
Cornelius a Taptce says: “to show Uhat Fle was the very person 
there spoken ai, and that the fews marght thus learn the remsen 
why He refused te deseend from the cross, namely, beenuse the 
Falher had decreed thar Tic shauld die for the salvaiiat af ien, 
as David had there feretokl''t St. Matthew records the incidcut 
thus: “But about the uinth hour Jesus cried vut with a foud voice 
saying, ALi, Afi, dame sahacthani, that is, My Gad, My Grd, why 
hast Vheu farsaken me? (27 346) ¢ 

There are several difficulties encountered here. The ftrst is 
practically the same as that found in the prayers consideres! 
above. Lf Christ Himself prayed “I shall cry, and Thou wilt net 
hear,” it servis that [lis prayers were nut always heard. The see- 
ond difficulty is the question of Christ’s abandomuent. rom rhe 
nature of the ery, it would seem that the divinity had gone out ai 
Christ and had lett flis humanity to die in utter desolation. Obvi- 
ously, Christ cannot be accused of mipatience and despair for He 
was God. Such an accusation would be refuted by the very ext 
words commg from Hts sacred lips: “Father. inte Thy hands | 
cammend My spird” (Luke 23 46). 

We need uot delay tn salymg the first difficulty, for it is of the 
same nature as those already met. St. Tharnas answers by clis- 
tinguishitng, ts he did For the ather prayers, between an act coming 
from reason, and one commg from the lower appetites. He says 

that this reference of our Savior ta the very inefficacy of His 
prayers, was not an expression of His rational will as reason, but 
simply an expression of the sense appetite, or will of nature, 
which naturally asserted itself in the prescnre of suffering and 
death. We might say that these words of Christ go ta substantiate 
the very thests of St. Thomas, rather than stand as a difficuliy 
against tt. Por is it not as Christ had said: “When 7 ery to Uhee 
Father, with these expressions of My lower appetites which it has 


“7-9 


™ Contuentary Matt. (27:46) p. 3OF. 
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pleased ‘Thee to imptant in My human naturc, } snow that Thou 


‘wilt not hear My prayer. Yet J always pray for the good of than 


appetite, ft was: a natural Way bo express the terre pain Phe was 
enjuriug at that nijiuient and dle wienled aus to lueaw of His great 
stiffering fur us, leven here, as in al) lfis prayers amu sets, there 
was that higher ordiation Gf reason, for ihe lestrb ven Of thease 
standing at dhe foot of the cross, as well as Tor our Own tstructiun, 

St. Thomas dees not consider the second ditfictity tu the treatise 
on Chriat’s praver. Hle atous, however, brevet Moi speaker Gt the 


death of Christ in his conunentary on Psada 2b. Was Christ really 


abandoned by Plis heavenly Pather? Was the chvaily wihdrawa 
Fram the daunuaiity of Christ so as to eave that human nature to 


die absoluicly devoid Gt divine assistance: 

In the death of Chirest Flis aliviiaty remarried hy pestaticatbhy 
united to the humanity just as it had been dering the whale af His 
hfe. Not even after death was there a separation, enher of buddy 
or of soul, from the divinity. Therefure, a fertiarr, there was na 
such thing ou the cress untiediately before death, na matter how 
much the cry of abandonment! might seam ie pain lo such 2 
separation. St. Thamas bases thts teaching on the following 
argument. “That which God grants through grace Ile never revokes 
except because of sin: for sanctifving grace 18 not lost tl tiertal 
sin enters a seul to expel it. Dut the grace of union whereby the 
hiunan nature was hypostatically united to the Word of God, was 
the greatest and mast perfect grace of God—-far more permanent 
than sanctifying grace, for ot was substantial grace Certainly 
it could never have been lost without sin. Now in Christ, sin never 
existed and therefore, it was unpossitde that [is divinity be sepa- 
raterl from cither His soul or His body? And even though 
Christ's soul and body were separaied fram one another ny death, 
they each remained hypostatically unsted to the second person of 
the Blessed Prinity.2%7 

Practically speaking jf is a matter of faith fer us ta believe 


Mee. Som. Theol. 10, G. 2, Art. 10. 

Mr Sunt. ‘Theo. Ti, OQ. 30, Art. 2 and 3; also De Sent. Hit, Dist. 21, 
Ques. L, Art. 1, Questune. 1 and 2 qassiim, 

C4. Opusculinn 1, cap. 229 (edit. Komana); also comment. in Ps. 21. 
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that Christ was never abandoned by the divinity. In the Aposiles 
Creed we say: “He was crucified, died and was dnmied: He 
descended into hell.’ Now we know that m the grave there was 
atly His body, net His soul. We know too, that into Linibo weni 
only Hits soul, not His body. Stal tw the Creed we repeat “He 
each Uine, sreenifying that Christ, the secon person of the Dfessed 
Trinity was untied to the souf and to the body, even though they 
were suparated’ frou: one amauther. 

Such is, and always has been the traditional veaching of duty 
Mother the Church, even thaugh one or other of the Fathers held 
slightly different views. St. Ambrose, for example, seers to have 
thought thar the divintty keft Christ in actual death, but ony 
then. smd at no other time. He says: 


These things which the seul on the cross erted out to 
the dtvinity thus “My God, My God, why hast Thou for- 
saken Me?" the man about to die exclaimed in the sepa- 
vation of the divimity.!?s 


Again in hts homily on thy: Gospel according to St. luke, he says: 
“The mau cnes, betng about to die by a separation of the di- 
vinity. 1" 

The Master of the Sentences, Peter Lombard, mentions that thie 
seemingly crroneous view of St. Ambrose can be interpreted as 
meaning that (od in some way exposed Christ te more intense 
suffertug by withdrawing His protection from Him, rather ihan 
that ihe urtton itself to ihe divinity was severed? St. ‘Thoritas 
adopts the Same position in his commentary on this work!!! 
Others say that perhaps Si. Ambrose nieant that there was a 
separation only from the body, and not from the soul, 

St. [piphanius gives the following interpretation te Christ's 
words: “Seeing that the divinity was on the threshold of deserting 
the body, Christ uttered these words from the person of the 
(jod-mnan.'"t!* 


.<-- 


“De Trinitate, cap. 13—P.L. 17, p. 525. 

“ Fiom. in Lk. A, on. 127-—P.1L. 15, p. 1836. 
#044. Book FFE, Dist. 21, 

De Sent. IIT, QO. 50, Art. 2, ad t. 

ua(@f Haeres. 69-~P.G. 42, p. 3b, 
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The Efficacy af Christ's Prayer 


St. Hilary heid the same position, far he says: “Phe cry to 
God is the voice of the body crying out in protest against the with- 


drawal trom itself nf the Word or Csod.71)" 
Cornelius a Lapide finds room for putting a benign inter- 


pretation on all these yiews. 


Nor do Saints Wailary and Ambrose mean anything e]se in 
saying ‘The man cried aloud when dying at heing s¢epa- 
rated from the Godhead,” Por they mean not a severing 
of essence and of the Hypostatic Union, bat of supprirt 
and conselation, For fatth teaches us that though the 
soul of Christ was separated from Fis body, yet the 
God-head remained as before, hypostatically united both 


to Hts soul and His body.'*? 


With the exception of these inst cited, the Fathers are prac 
tically unanimous in asserting that Christ's divinity wis ut 
separated froin Llis humanity on the cross. For example, St. John 
Damascene says: “Ahbough He died as man, aud Flis sacred soul 
was divided from His body, nevertheless the divinity rematned, 
and was not in the least separated fren either body or soul,’"4** 
Again he says in one of his hamilies: “That which the Word once 
assumed, He never put off 724" In one of his sermons, St. Augustine 


says: 
Therefore, you do net deny that Christ was buried, 
and still only the flesh was buried. Kor rf the soul was 
there, Christ had not been dead. 1f, however, death was 
real, then, tn order that [Hts resurrection be also real, 
He must have been without [lis soul m the sepuichre; 
and nevertheless Christ was burned. Therefore, Christ 
was also flesh, without a soul; because only the flesh 


Was burted22+ 
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“Cr Comment. in Matt. can. 33--—-P.L. 9, pp. 1074-J075. 
“4Cf. Cotmament. in Matt. 27 46, p. 301; Cajetan puts the same inter- 


pretation an the words of St. Ambrose, cf. Comment. FIT, @. 50, A. 2, Note 2 
"De Fide Orth. Lib. LT, «. 27—P.G. 94, p. 1098; cf. also same Vol. 


pp. BUT, 1004. 
MCE De Fide Orth, Lib. IV, cap. 1-—P.G. 94, pp, 1102-1103; also hom 


in Sabbato Saneto---P_G. 96, p. 631. 
Tt. Symibol., Sern. 213. cap. I—P.L. 38, p. 1062. 
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Theologians agree unanunously that Christ’s divinity was not 
separated from His humanity during the time of Mis death, and 
that His ery from the cross, therefore, was not one of desperation 
nov of impatience. They do nat all make a special cominent on the 
words ef abuidennient, but held in general that if there wis any 
abandemment at ali, 1 was in some sense that God the Mather de- 
fivered Flis Son up to the executioners, at the same tine with- 
drawing Flis predvction from the sacred humasity, allowing it 16 
endure the very depth of suffering for the sins of makati. 

Cajetan mentions the prayer “Aly God, My God, why hast Pheu 
forsaken; Me” (Matt. 27:46) ? saying that Christ said these words 
in order to fulfill the words of Sacred Scripture as spoken lry Lhe 
Psalmist (ls, 21)---vords which David had sung prophetreatly 
ot Christ" 

According ta SL. Bonaventure, the words ave to be uncderstexKi 
“not in the sense that the bond of the Hypestatie Union was broken, 
but that God was exposing His Son to the torture of the passion?” 

The Carmelite Fathers of Salamanca contend that these words 
at Christ “show no deordination or desperation, but simply declare 
(he extremely acute suffering that Christ was undergoing in the 
inferior part of Wits soul without having any solace redounding to 
it trom the superior part.’??° 

Suarez Says we must remember that Christ enjoyed the beatific 
vtsior during that prayer, and that, therefore, desperation was i- 
possible. fle gives three reasons for the ery ; Christ wished to make 
use Of the prophetic words of the twenty-first Psalm, to show that 
they were spoken of Him; He cried out thus, to show that Fis 
prayer in the garden, in which He had naturally shrunk from 
death, had not been heard; He wanted to show that He was 
actually deprived of allt consolation in the inferior part af His 
soul, sa as ta suffer all the more for us.?#! 


20. Gr HER PRAYERS OF CHRIST 


St. Thames, neither in the Sussna Theologica nor in his com- 
mentary on the hooks of Seateaces, makes any further study of 


ACTA, Comment in Sum. IE, QO. 50, Art. 2 Appendix. 

'WCr Comment. in FIL Sent. Dist. 21, QO. 21, Art. 1 Conclusio. 
De, Incar, Disp. 26, Dub. 1. Paragr. 1 #3. 

mCF, Conmient. Disp, 33, Sect. 1, Paragr. 4-—-Q. 15, Art. 2. 
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_ the particular prayers of our Savior. There are, however, a few 
other prayers which Christ uttered, which seem at first steht to pre- 
sent difficulty, but which can be explained aceurding to the prim- 
‘ciples given by the Angclic Doctor regarding the other prayers. 

There is no ditheuliy at all in the prayer whieh Christ said 
far SL Peter during the Last Supper; 


Simon, Simon, behold Saian hath desired to have you, 
that he may sift you as wheat. But ] have prayed tor 
thee that thy fauh aay nat fail; and do thou, when onee 
thou hast turned again, strengthen thy brethren.’** 


This prayer, qur Savior said firmly and absolutely. There was 
nothing conditional about it, He referred to St. Peter’s faith bath 
aiter the denial, and later on in governing the Church; and Flts 
prayer was infallibly efficacious. 

Christ prayed also far Judas, uot explicitly but implicttly m 
the prayer for all the Apostles, when [Ie said: “I pray fur thei; 
not for the world do | pray, but for those wham Thau hast given 
Me, because they are Thine” (Jn. 179). Christ could not have 
prayed for Judas with His absolute and unconditioned will. If he 
so prayed, the prayer would have been efficacious, and Judas saved. 
Christ prayed for the other Apostles with a prayer that obtatnedl 
perseverance unto salvation. Elis prayer for Judas, however, did 
not impede the betrayer from perpetrating his crimes of betrayal 
and the commisston of suicide. Why not? The answer rests in 
God’s holy will, Christ must have conditioned His particular 
prayer for Judas upon Judas’ repentance. Knowing the will of 
Ifis heavenly Father, that He had not predestined Judas to cternal 
fe, Christ could not have prayed for him with His absolute 
will!” 

Christ's sacerdotal prayer at the Last Supper, which St. John 
records in the whole Chapter [7, is one of the most beautiful of 
all the utterances of our Divine Savior. In this prayer, our Lore 
prayed for His own glory, not in a selfish way, but in such a way 
that tt would redound to the glorification of His Father. “Father, 
the hour has come! Glorify Thy Son, that Thy Son may glorify 


Tuke, 22332. 
Cl. Schwalm, O.P.. op. cil. pp. 467-468. 
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Thee, even as Thou hast given Him power over all Aesh, in Grder 
that to all Thou hast given Him, tle may give everlasting fre 
St. Augustine remarks that Christ was glorified in itis passion 
through the very depth of His humiliations, but even siore So m 
Flis resurrection and glorives ascension. div these wows our 
Lord asked that through Him, the Father be kniwn throughout 
the world)’ Sacred Scripture itself tells us bow this prayer was 
heard and answered by the Father. H was heard ¢luring thes pas: 
stat; for our Savier was never ercater, stronger, aid more iri- 
unphant, even despite His apparent weakness. ian in that 
supreme hou. That glory will shine out through Lhe ages to cnet. 
The prayer was answered by the conversion of the good thief on 
the cross, amd by that af the centurion. Finally, it was arswercd 
hy the glorious resurvection, and Jater by the conversion of the 
world to the gospeb!?? Our Jord continued thea, with the prayer 
for iis Apestles: 


I pray for those whem Thou hast given Me... . Holy 
Father, keep them in Thy name, those whom Thou hast 
given Me, that they may be one even as We are. 
‘Those whom Thou hast given Me [ have guarded ; and not 
one of them perished except the son of perdition, in 
order that the Seripiure might be fulfilled. But now 
fam conung to Thee; and these things [ speak im the 
world, in order that they may have My joy made full 
th themselves. . 2. [ do not pray that Thou take then: 
out of the world, but that Thou keep them fro evil. 
. Sanctify them in the truth.... And fer them I sanc- 
tify Myself, that they also may be sanctified in truth. 


Then the Savior brings His prayer te a conclusion by praying for 
the spreach af His Church. 


Yet not for these only do I pray, but for those also 
who through their word are to beheve in Me that all 
may be one, even as Thou, Pather, in Mle and 1 in Thee: 

“4 John 375 1 and 2. 

Mic f Catena Aurea, St. Them. In Jean. cap. 1% Aug. tract. 1O4—P.1.. 

35, p. 1903. 
ees Cat. Aur. Jac, cil. Atig. fract, 103--P.L. 35, p. 1M. 
17 Garriveu V.agrange “Le Sauveur et sim amaur pour ious” pp, 275-276, 
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that they also may be ute in Ls, dan the world may 
believe that Thou hast sent Me—and may know-—that 
Thou hast foved them, even as Thou hast loved Me. 
Father, | will that where £ am, they also whom Thar 
hast given Me, may be with Me; in order that they iray 
behold My glory, whith Thou hast given Me—-in ord r 
that the love with which Thou hast loved Me may be m 
thent and J in then: (John, Chap. 17 passim). 


In the above prayer, which hardly needs any explanation. Jesus 
prayed far Fhis Apustles, for the untty of His Church: here on 
varth, and for Flis owu glory in heaven, every purt af the prayer 
like those already considered, was infathbly effleacious, in the very 
way In which Christ uttered it, and to the exact extent to which 
He wanted it to be heared. As far as we are concerned, however, 
sccing that cur kuowledge of Christ's acheatrs wad of tlie divine 
plan ts se imperfect in coniparisan to the infallible krewledge of 
our Savior, whenever historwal facts seer actually to contradict 
the holy words of His prayers, then let us remember thet Jesus 
could not in that instance have prayed with Pls absolute auc 
perfectly unconditioned wall. 

After all these explanations, however, the mystery of pre- 
dlestinalion rérnains, We say that Christ prayed in a certain way, 
becatse He knew exactly what the will of Elis Bather was, and 
hence, could not have prayed otherwise. After all ts said, that is 
only taking the 1iystery from Chetst, in part at least, and putting it 
with the Father, We do this Jegitemately, for we know more about 
Christ than we do about Flis Father. Still i rematns a mystery, 
that we shall never be able to understand this side of heaves, 
However. as Father Schwaim remarks: 


Without attempting to penetrate the insoundable mystery, 
We can satisfy ourselves naw by saying that tor every- 
body, the prayers of Christ asked and obtained that which 
was sufficient for salvation; and thase to whom the very 
last effect of His prayer was not given, are not deprived 
of it except through their own fait??? 


“6 CF Schwaln, OP. op. cit. p. 469. 
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SUMMARY OF SINTH CHAPTICR 


Ciurist’s PraveR IN Heaven 


Si. Thomas did noi write a special treatise on this phase oi 
Christ’s prayer, but he makes metition of it a ninuber of times in 
the Sunt Pheoloyice and in his cammentaries on the Pevty ef 
Sentences of Peter Lombard and the Epistles of St. Paul. 

There are those among thealogtans who held that Christ who is 
In heaven today with His glorified hunianity prays for us Guly in 
the sense of interpretative prayer. Phis imeans that He siniyply 
stands in the presence of His Father displaying the inarks of the 
sacred wounds of Flis passion and death, as a perpetual reninider 
of Ifts sufferings together with all thetr ylorigts merits, arid as 2 
sucnt testimony of His ardent destre for our salvaticns, 

Ef we analyze the texts found in St. Thomas, however, we wll 
Rud that he looks for sumething over and above this interpretative 
prayer. [le speaks of reat and formal prayer on the part of Christ 
i heaven. Fe says that Christ prays in both ways, not only inter- 
prefatively but also formally and in the strict sense of making 
known to the Father His desire for our salvation. St. Thornas 
mcntions this clearly in several places. What is more he makes a 
comparison between Christ and the High Priest of the Old Testa- 
nent who used to enter the Iloly of Holies to pray for the people. 
From these crations together with his very clear teaching on the 
manner in which the saints in heaven pray for us, we cau gather, 
and it seems more correct to canclude, that St. Thomas believed 
and taught that Christ in heaven prays not only by interpretative 
prayer but also by real and formal prayer. 

It does not scem Hikely that the Angelic Doctor would look on 
real prayer as useless on the part of Christ in heaven, When the 
text of Sacred Scripture, wherein Christ speaks of the fullness af 
power that was given Him, is advanced as a proot of the opposite 
opinion, St. Thomas insists that the same fullness of power to ac- 
complish the purposes of the incarnation resided in Christ’s soul 
from the beginning. To those who say that infinite merits were 
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gained and comsumrmated on Calvary and hence real prayer which 
is micritortous is uo longer Of use im heaven, St. Theuas would 
respond that while the infintte merits have been wou, there sttth 
remains the task of applying then: to individua] souls for salvation. 
What is more, tt is not an impossibility ta have a real and formal 
prayer which has impetratory value alone, without Lhe correspond 
ing merit. Of the saints in heaven he jcaches that they can inplary 
God for our needs on the strength of the merits of their lke here 
on earth. Why cannot Christi do the same ? 

St. Thoinas speaks often of the secondary causes of which God 
makes use in applying the frists af the redemption. We could 
hardly imagine that he would be unmindful af the most potent of 
all those secondary causes, Christ's prayers. 

As for tradition aimeng the Fathers, ty far che majority clearky 
favor the side of real prayer, and wost of thase few who make 
uention of only the interpretative prayer, do so tm such a way, iL 
would seem, as to make nu explicit denial of tarnal prayer, bul 
rather scem to include it im the interpretative prayer. 

The Church does not wish her children to use the expresston, 
“Christ pray for us.” From this, however, we are not to conclude 
that Jesus does not pray for us in heaven. St. Thomas says, the 
main reason why the Church discountenances that expresston ts: 
some af the faithful, who are not so adept at understanding the 
distinclion to be made between [Tis human and divine natures, 
might becume confused over it and he Ied to heretical ideas in the 
matter of person and natures in Christ our Lard. 
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